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AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD 
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
2013

TUESDAY, MARCH 6, 2012. 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

WITNESSES
EDWARD AVALOS, UNDER SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE FOR MAR-

KETING AND REGULATORY PROGRAMS, DEPARTMENT OF AGRI-
CULTURE

GREGORY L. PARHAM, ADMINISTRATOR, ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH 
INSPECTION SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

ALAN CHRISTIAN, ACTING ADMINISTRATOR, GRAIN INSPECTION, 
PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE

ROBERT KEENEY, ACTING ADMINISTRATOR, AGRICULTURAL MAR-
KETING SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

MICHAEL L. YOUNG, BUDGET OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF AGRI-
CULTURE

REP. DONALD PAYNE

Mr. KINGSTON. The committee will come to order. 
And the first order of business is a bit of sadness. We have lost 

our colleague, Donald Payne, and we will have a moment of silence. 
But first I would like to yield the floor to Mr. Farr. He might want 
to say a word or two about our colleague and friend. 

Mr. FARR. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman; and thank 
you for doing this. 

We all serve here, and we are all the same. We all get elected 
by districts of the same population. We all get paid the same 
amount of money. We all have the same budget to run our offices. 
And so it becomes a team effort. 

And Donald Payne, I traveled with him a lot. He was one of our 
experts on Africa, probably the expert on eastern Africa. Just a 
really dedicated guy, and he cared a lot about the health and wel-
fare of his country. He is a great loss. 

Because everybody here develops over time expertise in some cat-
egories, many categories. But I can’t think of anybody who knew 
more about the problems in Somalia, Ethiopia, and probably spent 
more time in Africa than any other Member of Congress, and his 
foreign policy knowledge was extensive. And what a loss. He had 
colon cancer. I mean, most of us didn’t even know until a week ago 
that he was ill, and he died in hospice last night. 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you. 
And indeed this committee handles, as we know, the Public Law 

480 program, which is very important to a lot of African countries. 
And whenever I have gone over there it is amazing to me the num-
ber of heads of state in Africa who personally knew Donald Payne 
because of his work there. 

So if I could ask everybody, let’s just have a moment of silence 
in his memory. 

INTRODUCTION OF WITNESSES

Okay. I welcome everyone today to our sixth of eleven budget 
hearings for fiscal year 2013. Today, we will review the USDA’s 
Marketing and Regulatory Programs mission area, which is ex-
tremely important to a wide variety of issues, particularly animal 
and plant disease prevention, to livestock and commodity price re-
porting, and to grain inspection. 

And I welcome our friend Ed Avalos, USDA’s Under Secretary 
for Marketing and Regulatory Programs; and Dr. Greg Parham, 
Administrator of Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service; and 
Mr. Alan Christian, Acting Administrator, Grain Inspection, Pack-
ers and Stockyards Administration; and Mr. Robert Keeney, Acting 
Administrator for the Agricultural Marketing Service; and Mr. 
Mike Young, the USDA’s Budget Director. 

OPENING STATEMENTS

The Marketing and Regulatory Programs mission area seeks a 
budget of $2.42 billion, of which $884 million is in discretionary 
programs. This budget requests a reduction of $57 million, or 6 per-
cent, less than fiscal year 2012; and we will be asking questions 
about that area. 

And I also note that you are proposing closing 15 APHIS offices 
in 11 States and five APHIS offices in five countries, and I com-
mend you and the USDA for the reorganization efforts. And we will 
be asking questions about that as we deal with our tight budget 
constraints and the realities that all of us have. 

We will go on the 5-minute rule today for members, and we will 
have as many rounds as it takes. 

And, Mr. Secretary, we do have a copy of your testimony, so you 
are welcome to read it or summarize it or talk about it, whatever 
you want. And the floor is yours. 

Or excuse me, Mr. Farr. Do you have any opening statements? 
Mr. FARR. Well, I will submit them for the record. 
But I just want to point out that this is a very important panel 

we have, not only the under secretary but all the administrators; 
and I just want to thank you all for your job here and every day. 
I mean, you are on the ground where commerce works and you 
play leading roles in facilitating the movement of agricultural prod-
ucts and opening up marketing opportunities and safeguarding 
crops against invasive pests and bridging the gap between econom-
ics and animal welfare. It is a very, very important role; and I ap-
preciate you being here. 
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And I want to thank you and also let all your staff know, because 
you represent a lot of people sitting at that dais. And both the 
chairman and I and all the members of this committee appreciate 
the work you all do. 

Thank you. 
[The information follows:] 



4



5



6

OPENING STATEMENT

Mr. AVALOS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and, ranking member. 
Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of this subcommittee, 

I am pleased to appear before you to discuss activities of the Mar-
keting and Regulatory Programs—MRP—mission area and to 
present our fiscal year 2013 budget proposals for the Agricultural 
Marketing Service, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, 
and the Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Administration. 

I am not going to introduce my co-workers at the table, because 
you already did, Mr. Chairman. So I will just go on to save a little 
bit of time. 

As the Secretary said in his statement before this subcommittee, 
at USDA, we have been working to fulfill President Obama’s vision 
of the Nation where everyone gets a fair shot, and for an economy 
that makes, creates and innovates. I am proud of what we have 
done at MRP to further this vision, while at the same time acting 
as careful stewards of the taxpayer dollar. I would like to highlight 
some recent accomplishments which are helping American agri-
culture continue to build on record farm income and record exports. 

Our GIPSA Packers and Stockyards Program, which focuses on 
promoting a fair and transparent livestock and poultry market-
place, continues to make strides to better examine and resolve po-
tential violations. In 2011, GIPSA closed more than 2,100 inves-
tigative files, compared to 484 in 2006. 

Secretary Vilsack and the Obama administration are committed 
to giving American farmers a fair shot in international markets. 

In 2011, APHIS helped to resolve 115 sanitary and phytosanitary 
trade issues, including opening new markets and retaining expand-
ing existing markets for U.S. agricultural products valued at $2.8 
billion. And just last month USDA and the European Union an-
nounced that, beginning June 1st, organic products certified in Eu-
rope and the United States may be sold as organic in either area. 
U.S. organic sales to the EU are estimated by industry at $70 mil-
lion currently and are expected to grow rapidly under this arrange-
ment.

Today, agriculture is a bright spot in the American economy. At 
USDA, we work with farmers, ranchers, and growers across the 
country to continue the success. Our Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice works directly with farmers and businesses to market and sup-
port U.S. agriculture. These programs range from working with the 
States to support specialty crops, to expanding market opportuni-
ties for producers’ and processors’ specific commodities and local 
products.

AMS also supports agriculture by purchasing $1.4 billion of food 
produced by America’s farmers and processors for domestic nutri-
tion assistance programs and has worked to link schools directly 
with local food processors and producers. 

MRP also underpins U.S. agriculture in some less apparent, but 
still very important ways. Buyers and sellers throughout the U.S., 
even internationally, look to AMS and GIPSA Federal Grain In-
spection Service for standards, grades, and certificates to facilitate 
trade.
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APHIS’ work on the prevention, eradication, and control of ani-
mal and plant disease similarly has significant ramifications for ag-
riculture.

I am proud that MRP continues to provide this high level of serv-
ice to the American producers and to consumers and even more so 
in the context of the contributions we have made and continue to 
make to reduce the deficit for the American taxpayer. Since fiscal 
year 2010, discretionary budget authority for MRP agencies has 
fallen by more than $100 million, or 10 percent. 

As guided by Secretary Vilsack, MRP agencies recognize that we 
cannot continue to operate as we did in the past. We must be inno-
vative, we must modernize, and be better stewards of the tax-
payer’s dollar. We are pursuing administrative efficiencies and 
other steps that will generate savings in 2013. However, our focus 
will continue to be on core missions within our budget constraints. 

We also had to make some difficult choices to reduce and elimi-
nate some programs. In the 2013 budget for MRP agencies, an ag-
gregate request of discretionary appropriations of almost $885 mil-
lion—or 6 percent less—or $57 million less than 2012. 

USDA’s written statements for this hearing have the details and 
the specific proposals, and I am sure we will discuss many of them 
as well. I appreciate the chance to highlight some of our accom-
plishments and the tough choices that we had to make and will 
continue to make. I look forward to working with the subcommittee 
on the 2013 budget; and, Mr. Chairman, members of the Com-
mittee, I will be happy to answer any questions. 

[The information follows:] 
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2013 BUDGET REDUCTIONS

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
I wanted to start off with sanitary and phytosanitary barriers. 

Well, let me just say, you said that 115 of them you helped resolve 
last year, is that correct? 

Mr. AVALOS. That is correct. 
Mr. KINGSTON. And that is about $2.8 billion in trade value, I 

think. Now, that budget is still being decreased a little bit, is that 
correct, in that section? 

Mr. AVALOS. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. KINGSTON. How are you going to be able to keep that kind 

of operation tempo with a decreased budget? 
Mr. AVALOS. Well, Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, I 

just want to stress that at MRP and USDA we are doing our part 
to reduce spending and to help reduce the deficit. We continuously 
look for ways to do a better job with less money, and we look for 
ways to have the least impact on our programs and on our stake-
holders.

As I mentioned, Mr. Chairman, in 2013, we are proposing a 6.6 
percent cut over 2012 for APHIS, which is $54 million. We made 
cuts across the board. We made tough choices to reduce programs 
that were not having success, such as Emerald Ash Border—EAB. 
And through process improvements and through increased effi-
ciencies we are allowing programs w we can have success to eradi-
cate or have success to prevent the spread of diseases or pests such 
as the European grapevine moth and Asian longhorned beetle. 

Mr. Chairman, we did close offices where we had already experi-
enced success, we had accomplished our mission, such as the 
Karnal Bunt program. We closed offices where we were not accom-
plishing our mission, such as the EAB program, simply because at 
this time we don’t have the tools to accomplish our mission. But 
I just want to stress, Mr. Chairman and members of the Com-
mittee, that we are very committed to our core mission. We are 
committed to protect this country from plant and animal pests and 
diseases.

PEST CONTROL MANAGEMENT

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, how were you successful on the Mexican 
fruit fly? And if you could compare that, and I know Mr. Farr will 
ask you about the light brown apple moth. But we also had the 
stink bug issue, the marmorated stink bug. And what did you learn 
from the Mexican fruit fly experience that you can apply to them? 

Mr. AVALOS. Mr. Chairman, I am going to ask the APHIS admin-
istrator, Dr. Parham, to help me answer that question. 

Dr. PARHAM. Thank you for the question, Mr. Chairman. 
With regard to the Mexican fruit fly, one of the things that we 

were successful with in terms of the eradication of that particular 
pest, even though we recently understand that we may have had 
reintroduction along the border area, and we are going to address 
that. But the thing that we were able to do there is with our sur-
veillance techniques, with the surveys that we constantly do to pro-
tect American agriculture, and we also used a sterile insect tech-
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nique whereby we are able to control populations in the areas that 
are infested. 

And your reference to the LBAM, we tried that with the light 
brown apple moth in the early days using biological control mecha-
nisms; and the light brown apple moth has turned out to be a little 
bit different than we anticipated when we first began. And so even 
though we are still committed to the work with the light brown 
apple moth in California—and, Representative Farr,I know you 
have questions for us on that—we continue to see that. 

As far as the stink bug is concerned, one of the things that is 
happening there, too, is that we are working with our research 
partners in the Agricultural Research Service—ARS—to see what 
kind of biological control mechanisms can be used there. There is 
some promise in terms of introducing another pest, a parasitic 
wasp that is able to attack the stink bug. 

So these are some of the things that we continue to investigate 
as we work to protect American agriculture. 

Mr. KINGSTON. How do you sterilize these bugs? Because I know 
you do release some of the bugs and do genetic modification, which 
I find fascinating. And I think people need to understand the good 
work that you guys do in terms of this, because what you are try-
ing to accomplish is a biological solution that is environmentally 
sensitive and specific to that insect. 

Dr. PARHAM. Right. The way they do that is an irradiation tech-
nique. This is something that was modeled some years ago by ARS, 
Dr. Knipling, the father of the current ARS administrator, was 
very instrumental in getting this technique used extensively 
throughout not just in this country but also throughout Central 
and South America and other countries as well. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, I am out of time, but I think that is some-
thing that is just an unsung song USDA is doing. It is very inter-
esting, and most people have no idea. 

Mr. Farr. 
Dr. PARHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. FARR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

LIGHT BROWN APPLE MOTH

I want to pursue that discussion of the light brown apple moth. 
Because I don’t think we necessarily eradicate all these bugs, but 
we get to a point where you can control them. And that is what 
the fruit fly—I mean, the one you just talked about, we were able 
to contain in California. 

But what happened is that we had this light brown apple moth, 
which essentially originates in I think Australia and New Zealand. 
And when it was there USDA just put out this warning to every-
body that this was a really bad pest and do not allow any product 
to ever come into the United States that has been grown in a spot 
where this moth is without incredible review of all the products, 
examination and everything, and certify that it does not have any 
bugs.

Well, guess what? The bug broke out in my district, and we spent 
about $200 million trying to eradicate this in a failed effort. And 
so now the Department wants to deregulate it. But you haven’t 
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changed the message to the world that this is a bad bug, a pest, 
a moth. 

And so my growers are all in this—I mean, they are okay with 
deregulation, but lift—get our other countries—I mean, California’s 
largest exports are to Canada and Mexico, and neither one of those 
countries will allow anything to come in. And every other State 
that does not have it is going to ban products. And a lot of the 
products that are grown are only grown in the microclimate that 
is in the Monterey Bay area because of that. 

So there is a real fear among the growers that we are caught be-
tween a rock and a hard place. You told us how bad this was and 
we had to get rid of it. We did everything you told us to do, but 
you could not get all the permission to spray by helicopters and so 
on. It became big politics, Mr. Chairman, and the State of Cali-
fornia actually moved funding because of community unrest and 
community protest about having aerial eradication. 

But I want to know what are you doing with our trading part-
ners, both foreign and domestic, to remove the barriers to trade so 
that we can sell our products? 

Mr. AVALOS. Congressman Farr, I am going to attempt to answer 
your question; and then I will defer to Dr. Parham. 

You are exactly right. The moth is very widespread. We are not 
in a position to eradicate this pest. However, by having the pro-
gram in place, we are able to monitor, to survey, determine where 
the pest is, and allow pest-free areas to continue to export to do-
mestic and international— 

Mr. FARR. Well, that is fine for pest-free areas. The point is you 
have still got it as a bad pest. So what about those people that are 
in the area where it is? 

Mr. AVALOS. I am going ask Dr. Parham to help me with this an-
swer.

Dr. PARHAM. There are a couple of issues here, Mr. Farr. 
First, let me just talk about what we are currently doing with 

our trading partners, particularly Mexico and Canada. Rebecca 
Bech, who is with us here today, is our Deputy Administrator for 
Plant Protection and Quarantine. Just last week she was in Mexico 
at the NAPPO conference, the North American Plant Protection 
Organization; and this was one of the topics that was being dis-
cussed. Because we do fully recognize that we need to work with 
our trading partners to help them understand the impact and im-
portance of—— 

Mr. FARR. Have you ever had success in doing that before, what-
ever you are doing to allow products from infested areas to get into 
countries? Have we ever gone through a pest like this where we 
have sort of delisted it or downsized the eradication effort and then 
got our trading partners to accept? 

Dr. PARHAM. We are constantly doing these kinds of things. 
Some of the things that were talked about before in terms of hav-
ing some of our shipments accepted in trade were things that we 
know that we have, but we take the mitigation factors into account 
whenever we ship those things. 
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DELISTING LIGHT BROWN APPLE MOTH

Mr. FARR. Who is going to pay for all the inspection costs that 
are required? 

Dr. PARHAM. It is a shared responsibility between the State, the 
counties, and the Federal Government as well. As you will notice, 
we continue to support this effort. Both this year and next year 
there is very little change in the amount of money that we are— 

Mr. FARR. Not the inspection for the moth but the inspection of 
the plants in order to get certified that they are bug free. They 
have to go through—after harvesting, before they are shipped, have 
to go through inspection. 

Dr. PARHAM. Right, right. And that is one of the things that we 
feel that we have a responsibility for and partnership—— 

Mr. FARR. Are you going to continue to pay for that? 
Dr. PARHAM. We are going to continue to work with our partners 

to see that we continue to protect American agriculture. 
Mr. FARR. I need a better answer than that, and my time is out. 

But, I mean, I don’t know why it is a State or local responsibility. 
You are the one that listed it. 

Dr. PARHAM. We are indeed. And to continue to protect trade, 
both with Mexico and Canada, which still list it as an actionable 
pest, and also the remaining States in the U.S. who do not have 
the pest and do not want the pest, so we are going to continue to 
work with California to make sure that the pest does not—— 

Mr. FARR. How long does it take to become a nonactionable pest? 
Dr. PARHAM. That varies. It depends on how we are able to con-

trol and manage this particular pest. There is no timeframe that 
we can put on something like that. 

Mr. FARR. I will revisit this again, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Latham. 
Mr. LATHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome, everyone. 
I just wanted to add my condolences to Donald Payne’s family. 

He was one of the really good guys around here and will be greatly 
missed. That is for sure. 

SWINE SURVEILLANCE

I have some questions I guess on the swine surveillance. You got 
a reduction in funding of $2.5 million. It is a fact that sometimes 
swine diseases can be a jump-off point from animals to humans. It 
seems to me that, because of that, you would want to invest more 
as far as surveillance. Is there any kind of cost-benefit analysis as 
far as what it would cost on the potential market loss with an out-
break?

One question I think needs to be answered is you are going to 
use statistics rather than surveillance, apparently, and does that 
meet international standards set by the World Organization for 
Animal Health? And they are also talking I guess in a proposal 
about ramping up surveillance efforts after an outbreak occurs. I 
mean, the horse is already out of the barn, and then you are going 
to ramp up surveillance. So you are cutting it now and then letting 
the disease go out and then you are going to ramp up afterwards, 
is that right? 

Do you have any comments? 
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Mr. AVALOS. Congressman, first, I want to emphasize that we 
are doing our part to cut spending. We are making some tough 
choices but necessary choices. And at APHIS we had cuts straight 
across the board. But, nonetheless, we are still focused on our core 
mission, which is to protect the animal and plant health in this Na-
tion; and we feel that with the cuts that were made to the program 
that we can continue to provide the service that is necessary for 
the swine industry. 

Mr. LATHAM. Okay. Using the statistics, is that going to meet the 
requirements in the international standards? 

Mr. AVALOS. Congressman, I am going to ask Dr. Parham to help 
me with the answer. 

Dr. PARHAM. Again, thank you for that question. 
And, yes, one of the things that we are doing is improving both 

our statistical and our epidemiological methods. And in doing so we 
are seeing that there are ways that we can have the same result, 
particularly where you have situations where a disease has been 
eliminated or is at a very low prevalence. 

So one of the things we are doing in addition to that, though, is 
in terms of what we do surveillance for. For example, many times 
we used to take samples and we would only look for a single dis-
ease. Well, now we are able to look for multiple diseases with a sin-
gle sample. So that is going to allow us to do part of the reduction. 
Also in terms of the target populations that we look at. So we are 
being much more focused in terms of the animals that are most at 
risk.

So by doing these kinds of things, as opposed to just general sta-
tistical and general epidemiological methods, we are able to be 
more precise. And, yes, what we are doing now still exceeds the 
measures that the World Health Organization or the OIE or the 
World Animal Board looks at in terms of the kinds of things we 
need to do internationally. 

Mr. LATHAM. But your plan is to let a disease occur and then go 
after—then ramp up after the fact, right? 

Dr. PARHAM. No. 
Mr. LATHAM. That is what you are saying. 
Dr. PARHAM. It is not that we plan to let the disease occur. We 

plan to prevent it in any way possible. But in the event that we 
do indeed have an outbreak we have the methods to go in and 
make sure that we can limit that. 

So, for example, one of the things that has happened in the past 
is when a particular outbreak happens it might lead to a quar-
antine of an entire State. Well, one of the things that we are look-
ing at is being able to really identify the population that is at risk 
and potentially have a much more restricted quarantine, rather 
than doing it State by State. 

Mr. LATHAM. If it is already out, you are going to have a much 
broader quarantine than what you are referring to. I do not under-
stand your priorities. I mean, this is about human health, it is 
about animal health and huge economic consequences. 

ANIMAL TRACEABILITY PARTNERSHIPS

If I can—and I am going to have to leave here—but a question 
on animal traceability. Does APHIS, have they partnered at all 
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with any private firms? I would like to know what technology that 
APHIS has implemented successfully that has gained any kind of 
wide usage. 

Mr. AVALOS. Congressman, is your question specifically on our 
proposed rule and traceability, or is this on traceability as it exists 
today?

Mr. LATHAM. Well, Secretary Vilsack announced a blueprint for 
a stronger service, supposedly streamlining operations, and stated 
USDA would make the use of taxpayer resources. It has to do with 
animal traceability, right. 

Mr. AVALOS. Okay. 
Mr. LATHAM. Have you partnered with anybody in the private 

sector or do you have any plan of your own that has actually 
worked and gained acceptance? 

Mr. AVALOS. To my knowledge, Congressman, we have not 
partnered with someone from the private sector, but our partner-
ship and our cooperation is with the States and the Tribes. 

Dr. Parham has more to add, so I am going to pass the mic over 
to Dr. Parham. 

Dr. PARHAM. There are some private entities who are interested, 
of course, in some of the infrastructure that is in place for 
traceability and will continue to be in place. And we are working 
with those that want to provide, for example, some of the tagging 
kinds of mechanisms. There are those that will be able to partici-
pate in that particular vein. But as part of our program, our em-
phasis is on the low-cost tags. And so as we progress our expecta-
tion is to be able to provide that as part of the traceability pro-
gram.

Mr. LATHAM. I see my time is up. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Bishop. 
Mr. BISHOP. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Let me welcome all of you to the committee. 
Let me say that I appreciate very much the service that you 

render our country; and, Dr. Parham, I am especially impressed 
with the fastidious way in which you have grasped the issues and 
that you are proactively working with APHIS to do the things that 
have to be done with limited budget authority. 

GIPSA RULE

I would like to direct my attention to GIPSA, at the moment, Mr. 
Christian. We appreciate very much your efforts to comply with the 
restriction that Congress imposed with respect to the GIPSA rules 
last June. But I am told that the final rule does still include ele-
ments that you were not supposed to act on, that it specifies cri-
teria that are not binding on the agency, that it extends beyond 
GIPSA’s statutory authority amidst the requirement to show ad-
verse effects on competition before challenging conduct as being un-
fair.

Not only does this appear to circumvent the congressional man-
date in existing law, but it creates vague and ambiguous require-
ments that leave the regulated industry guessing as to what will 
be considered unfair under the Packers and Stockyard Act. How 
are you going to address these deficiencies and how are you going 
to clear up the ambiguities and the confusion that has occurred? 
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And in addition to that, I believe—and tell me if it is not true— 
that the final rule purports to apply to contracts not involving birds 
for slaughter, such as pullets, laying hens, and breeders, whereas 
the Packers and Stockyards Act provides GIPSA authority only 
over birds that are raised for slaughter. Are you aware that this 
point was made and the comments that were submitted during the 
notice comment rule making period but that the agency did not re-
spond to those comments? 

Mr. AVALOS. Congressman Bishop, I am going to make a few 
comments, and I am going to ask Mr. Christian to expand on my 
answer.

First, I want to emphasize that it has been and will continue to 
be a priority at USDA to maintain transparency and fairness in the 
marketplace. I see we published a final rule in December, and it 
went into effect February 7th. And the final rule that we did pub-
lish is well within the authority of the Packers and Stockyards Act. 

And I just want to emphasize that our efforts since the final rule 
was passed have focused on outreach to our stakeholders. We have 
had several sessions, Mr. Christian has had several sessions 
throughout the country to explain the provisions of the final rule. 

And, having said that, I am going to go ahead and ask Mr. Chris-
tian to expand and try to answer some of your other questions. 

CRITERIA IN THE GIPSA RULE

Mr. CHRISTIAN. Thank you, Congressman Bishop. 
I think working in the regulatory field for most of my career I, 

too, would have preferred bright-line prohibitions in the rules that 
were published. But in the 2008 Farm Bill, Congress directed us 
to develop criteria that the Secretary would consider when a viola-
tion had occurred, and so the final rule that went into effect on 
February 7th did in fact include criteria that the Secretary will 
consider when determining if a violation has occurred. 

Because those are not bright-line prohibitions, we have in fact 
started working with industry to discuss the implementation of 
those rules and to oversee, if you will, the attempts by industry to 
comply and then work to ensure that we are on the same page with 
stakeholders that are involved. 

Mr. BISHOP. Does it not place the regulated interest in a very, 
very difficult position, not knowing what conduct will be proscribed, 
because the criteria are so vague, included but not limited to, 
which means that you can include things that are not—and, of 
course, industry invests heavily into the production of their prod-
ucts; and not knowing that the investment is going to be considered 
unfair or in violation of the rule ahead of time seems to me to put 
them in a very, very disadvantageous position, almost like not hav-
ing notice if the proscribed conduct is so vague that you can’t rea-
sonably anticipate it. 

Is there anything that you can do to try to create some more 
focus? I know you may not have a bright red line, but can you not 
create some focus? 

Mr. CHRISTIAN. I think—— 
Mr. BISHOP. Clarity. 
Mr. CHRISTIAN. Yes, sir. Looking at the over 60,000 comments 

that we received. It was really impossible to come up with an ex-
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clusive set of criteria that would be considered in every case, and 
so that is why the final rule says ‘‘may consider’’ the criteria that 
are published in that rule. 

We are working closely with stakeholders to explain what is in 
the final rule and also to work with them to ensure that they have 
a better understanding of what our expectations are. All of these 
provisions would result in violations of an unfair practice. And so 
these guidelines or these rules that came out identifying the cri-
teria do provide more guidelines or more counsel to the industry 
than the original provision that is in the statute, which is an unfair 
practice. So it does narrow the interpretation, but I do understand 
your concern that, as criteria and not being exclusive criteria, it 
certainly will take some time for the industry to understand fully 
our interpretation of these provisions. 

Mr. BISHOP. May I have 30 seconds, Mr. Chairman? 
Mr. KINGSTON. You have had 30 seconds. But realizing that this 

is a big bipartisan concern I will ask unanimous consent for 30 
more seconds for the gentleman. 

Mr. LATHAM. Reserving the right to object. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Do you want a trade-off for some swine time? 
Mr. LATHAM. Please. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Bishop, you have 30 seconds. 
Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. 
I mean, it almost borders on the violation of due process. And 

you are ultimately going to end up requiring the stakeholders to 
engage in litigation. It is going to distract from the purpose. And 
I mean we have a smaller budget here. We do not need to be 
spending a lot of money wasting time on litigating stuff when if 
you get the rules right in the beginning and people know what is 
proscribed that they can act on it. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. KINGSTON. And if the gentleman will yield to me, it would 

appear to me that—— 
Mr. BISHOP. I will yield such time as I have. 
Mr. KINGSTON [continuing]. With another Farm Bill round com-

ing up that it might be better to stick with some very basic bright- 
line criteria right now and then let the Farm Bill address whatever 
other jurisdiction you might need, or authority. 

Mr. Nunnelee. 

POULTRY DEALERS’ 90-DAY CRITERIA

Mr. NUNNELEE. Well, it sounds like a good place to just take up 
where we left off. You may not want to fall out of your chair with 
this statement, but I think I am in agreement with Mr. Bishop. So 
we will just keep going. 

Two weeks ago, the pitchers and catchers reported in the Grape-
fruit and the Cactus League, and one thing that they all agree on 
is we got to know where the strike zone is. It is important for both 
the pitchers and the catchers. It is also important for the hitters. 
You cannot throw the pitch and then let the umpire decide later, 
well, we will figure out where the strike zone is going to be. That 
creates all kinds of problems. 

And I think I have the same concern that Mr. Bishop has, that 
the GIPSA rule has created about as many problems as it has an-
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swered. So I will take a few moments and talk about some of my 
questions.

I understand that there is a provision in the rule that says that 
the poultry dealers have to provide 90-days’ notice to growers be-
fore they suspend delivery of a flock. Am I understanding that 
right?

Mr. CHRISTIAN. That is one of the criteria, Congressman. 
Mr. NUNNELEE. So the poultry dealers that I talk to tell me that 

is about two flocks worth of growth in advance they have got to 
make predictions. So how do you justify what may be unreasonable 
expectations in disruptions in the market when they are having to 
forecast the broader industry two crop cycles in advance? 

Mr. CHRISTIAN. Well, based on the comments that we received on 
the proposed rule, the production cycle in the poultry industry 
starts with the eggs, and there is time to modify that cycle going 
forward. And the comments indicated that a 90-day notice would 
be appropriate. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. So do you think this is going to have a negative 
impact on meeting consumer demand for affordable poultry prod-
ucts when the companies are having to predict 90 days in advance? 

Mr. CHRISTIAN. I think right now we have talked to a number 
in the industry and we have looked at some of the individual regu-
lated entities’ attempts to comply and I think we can come to an 
agreement in terms of an appropriate methodology to comply with 
that criteria that would work for the industry and provide some 
protection and some insight for the growers that might be affected 
by the expended layout. 

COMPETITIVE INJURY

Mr. NUNNELEE. All right. Now, I also understand that the pro-
posed rule does not have a requirement to show adverse effects on 
competition before challenging any conduct as being unfair. Does 
that seem to create vague and ambiguous requirements leaving the 
regulated industry guessing as to where the strike zone is? 

Mr. CHRISTIAN. Well, I think, with regard to competitive injury, 
the Department has continually felt that you do not always need 
to show competitive injury to prove a violation of the Packers and 
Stockyards Act. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. So are we just taking a learn-as-you-enforce 
mentality as we go through that aspect of the regulation? 

Mr. CHRISTIAN. We are not. With the new regulations, as the 
Under Secretary mentioned, we are performing considerable out-
reach with the stakeholders that are affected, both the live poultry 
dealers, the swine contractors, the packers, and also the swine 
growers and the poultry growers and working with the regulated 
parties to obtain voluntary compliance. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. As you are conducting the outreach, are you lis-
tening to suggestions and taking those suggestions into consider-
ation?

Mr. CHRISTIAN. Absolutely. 
Mr. NUNNELEE. All right. Mr. Chair, this is probably a good point 

to cut off, and we will pick back up when I get back to the next 
round.

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you, Mr. Nunnelee. 
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Ms. DeLauro. 
Ms. DELAURO. Thank you very much Mr. Chairman. 

DONALD PAYNE

And if I might just take a second, I know that all of my col-
leagues have been really so gracious in their comments about our 
colleague, Donald Payne. Donald was a quiet man but quite ex-
traordinary; and just personally I didn’t find out until just really, 
you know, maybe a year or two years ago the kind of work and ef-
fort that he did internationally. He was known by most of Africa’s 
presidents. The work he did on hunger around the globe was really 
extraordinary. And he was always there, always picked up and 
went to places to find out what the situation was on the ground. 
And he displayed a humanity in causes that left countries that we 
have relationships with a good feeling about the United States and 
its interest in what their concerns and problems are. 

He will be deeply missed by all of us; and I was proud to serve 
with him, as I know all of us were. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you. 
Ms. DELAURO. I guess, Mr. Keeney, let me talk to you, if I can. 

MICROBIOLOGICAL DATA PROGRAM

In 2012, the administration requested a $250,000 increase for the 
Microbiological Data Program, totaling about $5 million. The addi-
tional funding was intended to add another State, Arizona, to the 
States that participate in the program. Because by expanding the 
range of sampling of sources this was—this is a quote—in the num-
ber of produce items sampled we can increase the chance of early 
identification of food-borne pathogens, end quote. 

The 2013 budget request zeros out that very same program. The 
budget justification states that, quote, although the need for 
produce pathogen data has not diminished, MDP is not closely 
aligned with the core mission of AMS, which is to facilitate com-
petitive and efficient marketing of U.S. agricultural products. 

I have a comment about that in a second. 
A few weeks ago, Secretary Vilsack spoke with us and also said 

that USDA does not think the program is consistent with the mis-
sion of the Agricultural Marketing Service, while in your testimony 
you state that, quote, food safety is very important in successfully 
marketing produce. Last year, the agency told the subcommittee 
that the program helps carry out AMS’s mission, and I have the 
hearing logs from fiscal year 2012. 

After the Listeria outbreak in cantaloupe, I am sure that the 
marketing efforts or the producers would want testing of produce 
to reassure the American consumers that the fruits and vegetables 
for sale are safe. You go on to state in your testimony that because 
there is a food safety component to that program that, quote, the 
Federal or State agencies responsible for food safety might more 
appropriately fund this activity because MDP data supports Fed-
eral and State regulatory and health determinations, end quote. 

Can you tell me, do you believe that this program is a helpful 
component of our country’s food safety and food-borne pathogen 
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surveillance system? If so, it seems to be a critical component of 
produce marketing, part of AMS’s mission. And has something 
changed in the last year to make this program no longer support 
AMS’s mission? And, if so, what are those changes? 

Mr. KEENEY. Well, thank you for those comments. 
The program is very important. I think we all agree on that. The 

mission, however, of the Agricultural Marketing Service is to assist 
marketers of produce and other commodities. In this case, as we 
look at our mission, our core mission, as we look at the budget, and 
we have had to take—over the last several years, since 2010, Agri-
cultural Marketing Service is down 15 percent from that period. 
We have had to take a look at a number of programs, and this is 
one that we have taken a look at this year. 

The original intent of the program back in 2001, I believe, when 
it first came into place was to develop data, was to take a look at 
what is out there as far as pathogens in produce and other com-
modities. And it did that very well, and it provided that data to the 
industry and to consumers as to what the issues were. 

Over time, that program has actually changed. Especially in the 
last few years it has changed to become more of a compliance and 
enforcement type of program. In fact, every year our staff works 
closely with the Food and Drug Administration and CDC to deter-
mine what types of commodities and pathogens need to be checked. 
And those ongoing negotiations take place every year. 

Ms. DELAURO. Let me just ask you this question. Wasn’t this 
program instrumental in identifying the Listeria outbreak in canta-
loupe? That is pretty recent, isn’t it? 

Mr. KEENEY. Well, as I say, this program is very important, no 
question. Because this is one of the few programs, if not the only 
program right now, at least at the nationwide level, that is doing 
this type of work. However, the—— 

Ms. DELAURO. I do not understand how this does not fit into 
AMS’s mission, quite frankly. 

But it also gets to another point. I have always maintained that 
we should have a single food safety agency in this country. And I 
believe that USDA’s mission is blurred, because you have to sell a 
product, which is essentially what you are saying to me here, that 
you have to deal with effective marketing and the issue of food 
safety is ancillary to that or it is a byproduct. 

And in this instance with a program that is proven to be so effec-
tive over and over and over again, a $5 million program, we are 
going to jettison because the issue of food safety is in fact not the 
mission of the USDA. It is about effective marketing. 

And if this is going to cloud what people’s view is of the safety 
of our products, not unlike what is being done with the national 
animal identification program, which I am looking at where it is 
$14 million plus $5 million, and God knows how long we are going 
to get there, so we are going to put in jeopardy cattle and other 
industries and how safe they are. 

So this is an agency that in fact does not deal with the safety 
of the product that it promotes, either domestically or internation-
ally. That is the conclusion that I can draw from this. 

It seems to me that within this budget—let’s take money from 
the National Animal Identification System—NAIS. You are never 
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going to get to some sort of an identification system in this Nation. 
Let’s take part of that new $5 million and take it and do something 
that is a worthwhile program that is identifying pathogens that 
have killed people. They did it most recently with Listeria in canta-
loupe.

My time is up, and I thank you, Mr. Chairman. But there is no 
sufficient answer here; and I hope you will, as we come around, ad-
dress this issue in how we find $5 million to maintain this program 
if you continue to want to say you are in the food safety business 
as well as in the food promotion business. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I thank the gentlewoman. 

GIPSA RULE

And while we are talking about this, let me ask you this, Mr. 
Secretary, two questions about your core mission. Because as you 
are moving money around there are also two areas which I do not 
believe you are chartered to be in. One is laying hens and breeders. 
You do have jurisdiction over poultry for slaughter, but the Farm 
Bill I think addressed that—it was proposed that you had jurisdic-
tion over layers and breeders, but it was rejected in the 2008 Farm 
Bill. And so I am not sure where your authority comes from in 
terms of the GIPSA rule to get involved in that. Mr. Christian, I 
don’t know if you want to answer that? 

LACEY ACT

And then my other question has to do with the Lacey Act for 
which you are proposing an increase in funding of $725,000. But 
the Lacey Act was designed to address illegal logging in other coun-
tries, and it is not your core mission. 

So those are two of my questions. 

GIPSA RULE

Mr. AVALOS. Okay. Mr. Chairman, I defer to Mr. Christian to an-
swer your GIPSA question, and I will go back to the Lacey Act. 

Mr. CHRISTIAN. Mr. Chairman, the Packers and Stockyards Act 
has a broad definition of poultry that includes the raising and car-
ing of poultry for slaughter. And GIPSA realized that including 
breeding and pullets in that definition had not historically—the Act 
had not been historically interpreted that way by GIPSA. So in the 
proposed rule that came out, that was one of the changes that was 
proposed, and based on the comments we received on the proposed 
rule that went forward as a final rule on December 9th. 

Mr. KINGSTON. But, Mr. Christian, that was rejected by the U.S. 
Congress. And so when you say you got input on it—if people peti-
tion bureaucracies to change laws, that is not constitutional. Their 
grievance should be addressed by the U.S. Congress. And as much 
as the U.S. Congress in that light rejected that proposal, I don’t see 
how by popular demand that the USDA decides to get into it. 

Mr. CHRISTIAN. Well, I am not familiar with the exact discussion 
that took place, but I thought it included laying hens, which this 
final rule made specifically clear that the P&S Act would not cover 
either breeders or pullets that were raised for the egg industry. 
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This would only cover breeders and pullets that were for slaughter 
or for broiler production. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, they do eventually get slaughtered, but the 
meat is tough so they dice it. So there is a different procedure in 
terms of the use of it. But the primary use is for laying or breeding. 

And, in 2008, the Ag authorizing committee rejected giving 
GIPSA that authority. So I think that is something we need to fur-
ther discuss, and maybe we can swap notes on it in a more delib-
erate fashion later on. 

LACEY ACT

Mr. Secretary, what about the Lacey Act? Because that does not 
appear to be—and, again, getting back to Ms. DeLauro’s questions 
in terms of core missions, when you have $725,000 for Lacey Act 
authority, you are cutting pest detection and disease surveillance 
to go to illegal logging. 

Mr. AVALOS. Mr. Chairman, we are mandated by the Lacey Act 
to review and accept all declarations, and we get tens of thousands 
of declarations every—is it every month, Dr. Parham? 

Dr. PARHAM. Ten thousand a week. 
Mr. AVALOS. Ten thousand a week. This is very time consuming. 

It is expensive. We are converting to total electronic, but at this 
time we still receive a lot of paper declarations. So this funding is 
needed for us to do our job and to store these declarations as re-
quired by statute. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, do you believe that that is in your core mis-
sion, though? Enforcement of illegal logging in foreign countries? 

Mr. AVALOS. Mr. Chairman, if we are mandated by statute to do 
that, it is part of our core mission. 

Mr. KINGSTON. And you are mandated by statute? 
Mr. AVALOS. It is my understanding that we are. Maybe I should 

ask Dr. Parham to clarify just to make sure that we are giving you 
accurate information. 

Dr. PARHAM. Mr. Chairman, there is an interagency group that 
works on this particular subject. It includes the Department of the 
Interior and some others as well that have an interest in this par-
ticular area. But as it is right now we do have the major responsi-
bility for both educating the importers as to the provisions of the 
Act and also for the secure storage and the analysis, if you will, 
of some of the declarations that come in. 

And as Under Secretary Avalos was speaking he was talking 
about the fact that we do indeed get 10,000 of these per week, and 
only about 10 percent of those come in paper-based. And it just re-
quires staff, dedicated staff to really take care of that and then to 
rent the storage facility, the secure storage facility that we need to 
maintain these. So hence the request. 

Mr. KINGSTON. My time is up, but who is the lead agency and 
who is in the working group? 

Dr. PARHAM. We can get you that information specifically, be-
cause there are about half a dozen agencies that are part of that 
working group. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Okay. Thank you. 
[The information follows:] 
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USDA is the lead department for the Working Group and the Secretary des-
ignated APHIS as the lead agency. The group also includes representatives from the 
U.S. Forest Service, U.S. Department of Homeland Security’s Customs and Border 
Protection, U.S. Trade Representative, U.S. Department of Justice, U.S. Department 
of State, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Council on Environmental Quality, and 
the U.S. Department of Commerce. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Farr. 
Mr. FARR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

LIGHT BROWN APPLE MOTH

I am going to come back to Dr. Parham about pests. So it is your 
responsibility to list the actionable pests, right? 

Dr. PARHAM. That is correct. 
Mr. FARR. And you listed light brown apple moth as an action-

able pest? 
Dr. PARHAM. Correct. 
Mr. FARR. And now you are trying to delist it? 
Dr. PARHAM. It remains an actionable pest because there are at 

least two countries, Canada and Mexico, that have it as an action-
able pest. 

Mr. FARR. So are you going to answer my question? Are you try-
ing to delist it? You are working with them to bring down the list-
ing of it, right? 

Dr. PARHAM. Well, we are working with them to make sure that 
they understand what our situation is and what our condition is in 
terms of making sure that we do not do things that will jeopardize 
their industries. And so in terms of being able to export to those 
particular countries it is necessary to do that. So it is a protection 
for the growers in California that do not have it. 

Mr. FARR. And then the burden is put on essentially the pro-
ducer community. I mean, we grow 85 crops in one county; and one 
of those crops is $1 billion in berries, strawberries and all other 
berries, Driscoll berries. They are one of the crops that is affected 
by it. So they have to be, according to your protocols created, they 
have to have every truckload inspected before it is hauled out of 
there. It is a cost, because that inspection has to be borne—essen-
tially, it is borne by the industry. They pay the local ag commis-
sioner. And I think we have some Federal money. And the point 
is then those berries cost more money than the competitive berries 
because they have to go through this extra process. How long is it 
going to have to do this, for the rest of—ever? 

Dr. PARHAM. Well, as long as the pest remains actionable. 
Mr. FARR. That is my point. 
Dr. PARHAM. I understand your point. 
Mr. FARR. Are you trying to get it unactionable? 
Dr. PARHAM. We are working with partners in your State and the 

counties as well as working with our trading partners. 
Mr. FARR. And the other States? 
Dr. PARHAM. And the other States, exactly. 
Mr. FARR. And how long will this take? 
Dr. PARHAM. Sir, I don’t have a timeframe for you. 
Mr. FARR. How much money is it going to cost to do your Federal 

share, and shouldn’t you be bearing all of it? 
Dr. PARHAM. Well, we continue to— 
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Mr. FARR. Why should the industry have to bear it when you are 
the ones that listed it and then now wanting to sort of delist it or 
bring it down to make it not actionable? 

I mean, see, it seems to me it is okay for you from the Federal 
Government from 30,000 feet to say, oh, well, as long as we can 
contain it and it is in these areas in these counties in California 
and as long as we can get our partners to accept produce—product 
out of those areas, as long as we do all the certification that there 
is no bugs on it, which is a very—it is a certification process that 
requires a lot of manual inspection, it is very costly. And people 
want to know how long they are going to have to live in that un-
competitive environment. Or do we just, you know, we just say 
these are the counties with plague and do not buy anything from 
them or beware of them or anything? Where is the Federal respon-
sibility to make sure that you are doing all you can to get our trad-
ing partners to make it a nonactionable pest and, two, pay for the 
cost in the interim? 

Dr. PARHAM. Again, Representative Farr, we continue to work 
with our trading partners to have them understand what the situa-
tion is with the light brown apple moth. 

Mr. FARR. Well, can you give me an example of another pest that 
you have been able to make an unactionable pest with our same 
trading partners? 

Dr. PARHAM. I don’t have one that comes to mind. 
[The information follows:] 
APHIS plans to maintain LBAM as a regulated pest to ensure that foreign and 

domestic trade of California agricultural commodities continues without interrup-
tion. Due to its extensive host range and potential to establish, LBAM continues to 
be a significant concern to foreign trading partners and to non-infested States. 
APHIS is working closely with key trading partners to, when applicable, harmonize 
regulatory activities, and import requirements to minimize the impacts on American 
producers.

Occasionally, APHIS reclassifies a pest based on the biology of the organism and 
the potential success of using a regulatory approach. When the United States faced 
the introduction of soybean rust in 2004, for example, APHIS worked with trading 
partners and States to standardize research efforts, reporting mechanisms, and im-
port requirements. Soybean rust, unlike LBAM, spreads long distances through the 
air and regulatory and control methods would have been inadequate to prevent its 
spread. Our closest trading partners, Canada and Mexico, were as likely as the 
United States was to face an introduction of soybean rust, and they benefitted from 
harmonized requirements. 

Mr. FARR. Well, I can assure you that that answer you gave me 
is not going to go out in California, not knowing how long it is 
going to take. I mean, could you give us a whole process, write out 
what it takes and what you are doing to make it. 

Dr. PARHAM. The whole situation with dealing with pests is one 
that is so dependent on a number of different factors. If you look 
at the history of eradication of different animal or plant diseases 
in this country, a few of them take just a couple of years; many 
of them take decades. And while I am not suggesting that it is 
going to be decades for the light brown apple moth, I mean, I just 
can’t sit here and tell you that on a certain day that these par-
ticular pests will no longer be an issue. But I can tell you that we 
will continue to work with the State of California, with your coun-
ties, with your growers, and with our trading partners to manage 
and control and to support trade, continuing for those areas that 
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are pest free, if you will, and to make sure that we have mitigated 
the risk for any produce coming from areas where the pest is 
present.

Mr. FARR. All right. Well, I am going to keep banging you be-
cause these are billion dollar industries, very labor-intensive. We 
are talking about jobs. We are talking about fresh fruits and vege-
tables. We are talking about all the things that we are supposed 
to be doing in here. You have growers that are doing everything 
with incredible inspections that they have launched on their own. 
And I find myself in this dilemma where it was the USDA that list-
ed this pest in the first place. And now because of costs, essentially 
saying, well, maybe we don’t have to go after this as much as we 
thought we had to, and now essentially trying to delist it and not 
knowing how long it is going to take to do that. Anyway, we need 
more specifics on that process and cost. 

[The information submitted by USDA follows:] 
The process of reclassifying a pest involves working with all States and trading 

partners to harmonize regulations and import requirements to ensure that the pres-
ence of the pest does not affect domestic movement of the affected commodity or ex-
port markets. While there is little cost beyond staff time and possibly travel, the 
process can take time to work out, especially with international partners. Addition-
ally, trading partners need to see a benefit for themselves and their producers and 
partners would have to agree with our assessment of the risks and feel reasonably 
confident that they would not be at increased risk from the importation of our prod-
ucts.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mrs. Lummis. 

DISEASE INDEMNIFICATION

Mrs. LUMMIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
My first question, sir, about brucellosis, which is a disease that 

causes undulant fever in humans and is a livestock disease and a 
wildlife disease, and it is prevalent in the Greater Yellowstone 
Area. So that is going to be the focus of my questions at least ini-
tially. Under previous APHIS regulations, there was pressure on 
the owner of the infected herd to destroy the herd, you know de-
populate rather than test out. And APHIS then would pay them. 
Now admittedly cattle prices are up, the highest in my lifetime. So 
if you have got some positives in a herd, it would be more expen-
sive to require depopulation now. And Wyoming livestock producers 
welcome moving away from, you know, destroying entire herds. But 
in some cases, testing out is just not a viable alternative for all pro-
ducers.

So my question is this: Does APHIS have proposed funds to in-
demnify herds if producers choose to depopulate instead of test out? 

Mr. AVALOS. Congresswoman, I appreciate your question. I can 
relate very much to what you are saying because when you depopu-
late a herd, it is not just the value of the animal at market. Many 
times you are depopulating your genetics. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Absolutely. 
Mr. AVALOS. I understand that very, very well. I am going to ask 

Dr. Parham to answer your question. I don’t have an answer for 
you.

Dr. PARHAM. Thank you for the question, Congresswoman. One 
of the things we do with that particular program is that while it 
is not just the choice of the producer, okay, we do still maintain 
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the ability to pay indemnity for animals. But again, as you well 
know, one of the things we are doing is we have eliminated brucel-
losis through most of the country. As a matter of fact, it is only in 
the Greater Yellowstone Area, principally in the wildlife, the bison 
and the elk. We do get some spillover periodically into our domestic 
cattle herd. 

So the real idea here is to try to keep them separate, okay. But 
in the event when it does happen that when they do spill over, 
while it is not just the producer that makes the decision as to de-
populate or test and remove, one of the things that we are able to 
do when we look at those situations on a case-by-case basis, there 
may indeed be some instances when we would depopulate as op-
posed to test and remove. But there is no hard and fast rule that 
the producer alone will have the ability to make that decision. We 
would look at several different factors. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Okay. If you, working with a producer, decide that 
depopulating is the way to go, do you have money set aside to in-
demnify the producer? 

Dr. PARHAM. We do have some level of indemnity. But again be-
cause, as you know, the cattle prices are up— 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Oh, man. Yes. It is great for us producers but it 
creates a conundrum for you. 

Dr. PARHAM. Exactly. And that is the issue. We would not have 
the capability of indemnifying for every animal that were to come 
down with brucellosis. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Okay. That is very helpful. I know that this is a 
unique problem for the Greater Yellowstone Area. But for Wyo-
ming, Montana and Idaho, it is a whopper of a problem. So I appre-
ciate your indulgence there, Mr. Chairman. And thank you, Dr. 
Parham. And I may visit with you about this further because it is 
such a regionally unique issue. 

ANIMAL DISEASE TRACEABILITY

The next question is on animal traceability. With regard to ani-
mal traceability, APHIS has asserted that the new approach will 
be owned, led, and administered by States and tribal nations. And 
I love that of course. But then the traceability rules seem to be 
counterintuitive to that notion. So my question is this: Has the 
agency considered releasing voluntary guidance instead of prescrip-
tive rules so States can use them as a best practice guide to de-
velop their own traceability systems? 

Mr. AVALOS. Congresswoman, thank you for bringing up the 
question on animal disease traceability. This is very, very impor-
tant to us at USDA. First, I want to state that it is our responsi-
bility at USDA, at APHIS, to protect all States from animal dis-
ease. And if there is an outbreak, it is our responsibility to find the 
source and put into place safeguards and to contain the spread of 
that disease. Now with the proposed rule, we did receive quite a 
few comments on the rule. And I want to take this time, Congress-
woman and Mr. Chairman, to thank all these people that took the 
time and the effort and the expense to submit those comments. 
Those comments are very, very important to us and they are going 
to guide how we come up with a final rule. 
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But I just wanted to emphasize that the industry—this is the 
States, the Tribes, the livestock industry—had direct input in fram-
ing the proposed rule that we put out. And this is extremely, ex-
tremely important because we listened to what the industry need-
ed, to what the specific States and Tribes needed, and that is what 
went into the rule. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And if there is a round 
two, I will look forward to asking more questions. But I do want 
to compliment you on the fact that when you answer questions, you 
start it with your goal. You say, This is what we want to accom-
plish; and then you answer the question. So that, to me, is a won-
derful way to respond to questions. 

So my compliments. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you. Ms. DeLauro. 

MICROBIOLOGICAL DATA PROGRAM

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And just a 
couple of quick points on the microbiological data program. If the 
goal here and core mission is to facilitate competitive and efficient 
marketing of U.S. agricultural products, I think you diminish that 
core mission by the elimination of this program, and you put at 
risk the products, in fact, that we examine in order to give assur-
ance as to the safety of our product. 

NATIONAL ANIMAL IDENTIFICATION SYSTEM

Further, I think the reliance on States with a number of dif-
ferent capabilities in terms of these laboratories—we find that with 
regard to traceability and other areas that there is a real diver-
gence of competency or capability, better said, of various labora-
tories. Some are excellent, some are medium, and some are very 
poor, in which case then we are putting all of this at risk. Again, 
and I think fundamentally, it is a core mission. But I would like 
to ask about the National Animal Identification System. As far as 
I understand it, since 2004, when we began to look at this project, 
we have spent somewhere over $150 million in terms of—I see you 
are shaking your head, Dr. Parham. So that is accurate. We are 
now looking for a total of another $14 million to deal with this pro-
gram. I would just, for the gentlelady from Wyoming’s information, 
if you could take a look at the Department of Agriculture, the pro-
posed rule, it says, Overview of the proposal. We are proposing to 
establish minimum national official identification and documenta-
tion requirements for the traceability of livestock moving inter-
state. So we are looking at a basic minimum of what we ask people 
to do in order to be able to have traceability. The other piece that 
you mentioned here is that we are particularly concerned with cur-
rent inadequacies in disease tracing capabilities in the cattle indus-
try. So you have got a big gap and a big deficiency. You have taken 
$150 million since 2004 to try to do anything about this. You have 
what appears to be the most complicated system that is around, 
again relying on States, localities, et cetera, to come up with some 
sort of a program and what is tested. 

Can you just answer me a couple of questions, if you would. How 
are you going to determine the capabilities of these agencies that 
are going to—and monitor what is being done with regard to identi-
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fication? Secondly, when is the system going to be operational? And 
what do you think it is going to ultimately cost us to do something 
about this? 

Mr. AVALOS. Congresswoman, thank you for your comments and 
your concerns on disease traceability because it is very important 
to the security—— 

Ms. DELAURO. And how long will traceability—it was supposed 
to be a 48-hour determination. What is your sense of that deter-
mination with regard to this current system? 

Mr. AVALOS. Congresswoman, first I want to say that this ap-
proach that we took, it is a new approach. We had direct input 
from the States and the Tribes, from the industry. And there is 
flexibility in the proposed rule in that the States and the Tribes— 
they have the opportunity to comply with the safeguards that they 
are——

Ms. DELAURO. It is voluntary. They don’t have to do it if they 
don’t want to. 

Mr. AVALOS. It is mandatory for interstate commerce. 
Ms. DELAURO. It is for interstate commerce. I understand that. 
Mr. AVALOS. Interstate commerce. It is mandatory. They have 

the flexibility to meet those standards in interstate commerce in a 
way that works best for their State. 

Ms. DELAURO. I understand it. I can give you a chapter or a 
verse of Argentina, Australia, the European Union, Japan, South 
Korea, Uruguay, these are all mandatory systems which dealt with 
animal identification. It has been done, and they have moved on to 
figuring out how they deal with traceability. We have been unable 
to get to this because we moved from a system that we thought 
was going to be mandatory. Then it became voluntary. We only 
have 38 percent of our livestock which is identifiable. I want to 
know, how much more money? What is this system going to take? 
How are you going to monitor what is in the best interest of the 
State and whether or not it is going to work? 

Mr. AVALOS. Those are all good questions and good concerns, 
Congresswoman.

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you. But I need answers to those good 
questions, if you don’t mind. I would like answers to those ques-
tions.

ANIMAL TRACEABILITY SYSTEM COSTS

Mr. AVALOS. Total cost, $14 million. The money will be used for 
cooperative agreements with the States and the Tribes so that they 
can run traceability systems and also will be used for tags. I under-
stand that there are some very sophisticated tags out there, and we 
are going to low-cost tags. But our concern initially is to get accept-
ance of the program, to get compliance. 

Ms. DELAURO. No. Your responsibility and your core mission is 
to make sure that we have a safe—that the supply is safe. That 
was the goal on identification and traceability. And now you are 
telling me it is just going to be $14 million more annually. For how 
long? We now have spent $150 million. Oftentimes my colleagues 
are concerned about the money that we spent and whether or not 
it is waste, fraud, and abuse. $150 million or over that has been 
spent to date; and quite frankly, we are nowhere. So how much 
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more? How much time? And what kind of implementation strategy 
do you have to monitor all of this? 

Mr. AVALOS. Congresswoman, again, to kick off this program, to 
implement the program once we have a final rule in place, we are 
asking for $14 million. And we feel confident in the way that the 
proposed rule is, the way we are structuring traceability, that we 
can implement a program that will be functional. 

Ms. DELAURO. When? 
Mr. AVALOS. Very soon. 
Ms. DELAURO. No. No. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry. And I know 

my time is well over. What are the answers? How long will it take 
you to implement this system? 

Mr. AVALOS. Okay. As you know, Congresswoman, we did pub-
lish a proposed rule in August. The comment period ended Decem-
ber 9. 

Ms. DELAURO. I read it. I read it. 
Mr. AVALOS. And right now we are reviewing comments, and we 

are very, very close to coming out with a final rule. We have re-
viewed these comments. Very good comments. We feel very con-
fident that we can come up with a rule soon. 

Ms. DELAURO. You haven’t answered my questions. I don’t know 
if you can do it for the record. I can’t keep asking the same ques-
tions over again. As I pointed out in the beginning of my remarks, 
you are putting in jeopardy the fruits and the vegetables, et cetera, 
that you are dealing with on the one hand with the Microbiological 
Data Program. And I will just tell you that the industry groups are 
concerned that without some national identification disease 
traceability system that our domestic industries are going to be at 
a competitive disadvantage in international trade. So at both ends 
of the spectrum, you are putting in jeopardy not only the public 
health but our ability to sell the product overseas. If your core mis-
sion is that, then you have succeeded; but you have failed overall 
in providing either the opportunity to promote an effective product 
and to promote the public safety. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Secretary, I think that it would be good for 
us to have that for the record as we are moving forward with the 
legislation and your budget, and so forth. So I think if we could get 
that soon reduced to a specific or more specific, that would be very 
helpful.

Mr. AVALOS. Congresswoman DeLauro, Mr. Chairman, I can’t 
tell you exactly when because I don’t know. But I do know that we 
have reviewed comments. We are very close. So to reduce it and 
just saying soon or just saying this year, I feel confident that we 
can move forward with a final rule and traceability within the next 
2 months. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Okay. Thank you. 
Mr. Nunnelee. 

GIPSA RULE

Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Christian, back 
to GIPSA. I understand that part of the rules require similarly sit-
uated growers to be asked to make the same capital improvements. 
Do I understand correctly there? 
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Mr. CHRISTIAN. Congressman Nunnelee, that is one of the cri-
teria that would be considered in assessing whether it was a fair 
practice.

Mr. NUNNELEE. Tell me where I am wrong. It seems to me that 
that is going to prevent dealers from experimenting with new tech-
nologies to meet specific customer demands. Am I wrong? 

Mr. CHRISTIAN. Well, I think in looking at these criteria and ap-
plying the criteria to individual situations, it is really fact-based on 
that situation. So there are a number of criteria that would be 
taken into account, including the business justification of the live 
poultry dealer, if you will, in assessing whether a violation had oc-
curred or not. At this point, I mean, our focus is to encourage a 
high rate of voluntary compliance by providing outreach in terms 
of what the criteria are and how we believe they will be interpreted 
and enforced and then working with the regulated entities to try 
to get them into compliance. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. It just seems to me that that is going to restrict 
a dealer’s ability to ensure that the poultry is raised in the most 
modern technologies. So if you will keep that in mind as you at-
tempt to implement these rules. 

I also understand that there is a requirement that says that a 
dealer has to be in business 12 months before requesting capital 
improvement from a grower. Is that right? 

Mr. CHRISTIAN. Could you rephrase that? 
Mr. NUNNELEE. That there is a requirement that a dealer has to 

be in business 12 months before requesting capital improvements 
from a grower. 

Mr. CHRISTIAN. I guess I would have to look into that and get 
back to you on that, that particular provision. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. Let’s look at that. We would ask you to submit 
something for the record there. 

[The information submitted by USDA follows:] 
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BOLL WEEVIL ERADICATION

Mr. NUNNELEE. Let’s leave GIPSA and move to boll weevils. I 
understand that we have moved a long way toward eradicating the 
boll weevil and the pink bollworm. You have requested $9 million 
to do the final eradication that is going to be primarily in the Rio 
Grande Valley in Texas. Will this $9 million complete the job? And 
will we be rid of boll weevils? 

Mr. AVALOS. Congressman, I just want to state for the record 
that really the boll weevil program and the pink bollworm program 
have been very successful programs. 

[The information follows:] 
At this funding level, APHIS provides national coordination, operational over-

sight, technology development (such as sterile moths for pink bollworm eradication), 
and a portion of the funding for the effort. The agency will continue to increasingly 
rely on program partners (States and industry) who have provided more than two- 
thirds of the funding for the boll weevil eradication effort and much of the oper-
ational funds for pink bollworm eradication. Additionally, regardless of the funding 
level, APHIS will continue to deal with the high winds and security issues in the 
Lower Rio Grande Valley, which may prolong eradication for several more years. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt? 
Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Nunnelee has the time. 
Mrs. LUMMIS. May I just interrupt to make a joke? 
Mr. NUNNELEE. Let’s let him answer and then you can make 

your joke; how about that? 
Mr. KINGSTON. Did we lose the spontaneity? 
Mrs. LUMMIS. Yes. I thought he said paintball worm. Paintball 

worm. And I had never heard of a paintball worm. Now it is pink. 
Mr. NUNNELEE. Well, I am from Mississippi, and you are from 

Wyoming. We may both speak English. It just isn’t the same. 
Mrs. LUMMIS. I made my joke. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield 

back.
Mr. AVALOS. Anyway, Mr. Chairman and Congressman, we have 

made really great progress with this program. There is that small 
area along the Texas-Mexico border where we still have a problem. 
A lot has to do with weather. A lot has to do with the drug cartel 
activity along the border. But either way we are not going to aban-
don this program. It is a very important program, and we are com-
mitted to eradication of these two pests. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you. Boll weevils have plagued the Mis-
sissippi cotton crop since the early 1800s. And if we can be success-
ful there, if you are successful, then what? Do you just monitor it? 

Mr. AVALOS. Right. And we would go to a monitoring and survey 
program.

Mr. NUNNELEE. I look forward to coming back at this time next 
year and hearing a success story. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thanks for the paintball worms. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you. We will now begin round three. 
And Mr. Secretary, it kind of caught my interest. You are unable 

to eradicate a boll weevil in a specific part of Texas because of im-
migration pressures or because of drug cartel pressures? 

Mr. AVALOS. Two reasons primarily, Mr. Chairman. One is, in 
that part of the country, the weather creates problems for our 
spraying program. So many times, because of the high winds, we 
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can’t spray. But also, other times because of the drug activity, we 
are not able to do our work. 

Mr. FARR. Border Patrol? 
Mr. AVALOS. No. I am sorry. Mr. Chairman—— 
Mr. KINGSTON. No. It is okay. Round three we just start getting 

very——
Mr. AVALOS. It is drug activity, where it poses a danger to our 

people in the field, where many times we have to pull people away 
from their job just to protect them from the danger. 

Mr. KINGSTON. What area is this specifically? 
Mr. AVALOS. I am going to ask Dr. Parham to answer because 

I want him to tell you exactly where the situation is. 
Dr. PARHAM. It is known as the Lower Rio Grande Valley, a par-

ticular area there where the high wind pattern is one of the factors 
that is inhibiting our ability to eliminate it immediately and then 
in addition with the security issues that Mr. Avalos was talking 
about.

Mr. KINGSTON. For the record, I would like to know the break-
down of which is the biggest problem, the wind or the drug activi-
ties. This is just, to me, interesting. And I certainly would not rec-
ommend sending USDA people in harm’s way at all. But I think 
it is something that is of general interest. 

[The information submitted by USDA follows:] 
While both affect the boll weevil program, drug activity is posing a bigger problem 

than weather (i.e. wind) in terms of reaching complete eradication of boll weevils. 
Drug activity has a direct influence on operations in Mexico, limiting hours of oper-
ation in specific areas, affecting detections and timely treatment of infested fields. 
On the U.S. side, trappers have a serious concern of drug traffickers crossing the 
river and accosting them. 

GENETICALLY MODIFIED CROPS

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me ask you this, Mr. Secretary: Dr. Hamburg 
at the FDA—we had the discussion about genetically modified or 
engineered food, which holds great promise in terms of higher food 
production, particularly being able to feed the rest of the world 
with a smaller footprint. And she says that biotech foods are ‘‘sub-
stantially equivalent’’ to conventionally produced foods, and there 
is no material difference between the foods and no unique labeling 
necessary. Since APHIS biotech regulatory service programs have 
an equal or greater role in the area of biotech development and 
use, what do you have to say about that? About her statement? Are 
you in agreement with it? Or would you change it? 

Mr. AVALOS. Mr. Chairman, my response would be that, at 
USDA, that we will support all types of agriculture. 

Mr. KINGSTON. And do you feel your science team is as strong as 
the FDA science team when it comes to this? 

Mr. AVALOS. I feel that the science team that we have at APHIS 
is top notch and is as good as anyone else in government. 

BIOTECHNOLOGY PETITIONS

Mr. KINGSTON. It is something that would reduce the use of re-
sources and increase the food supply, and I think it does have some 
promise. Now in terms of the biotech law, APHIS was supposed to 
review biotech traits within a 6-month period of time. And some of 
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those reports have not been completed yet, going on 5 years. Is 
there anything that we can do to help in terms of reducing the re-
view time for deregulation of the petitions? What is the glitch here 
that we can help you with? 

Mr. AVALOS. Mr. Chairman, from the direction of Dr. Parham, 
the APHIS people have really implemented some process improve-
ments, created some efficiencies, and they have worked to address 
the backlog in the turnaround time. And with the efficiencies that 
they have implemented, they feel they can reduce the time that it 
takes from, you know, 3 to 5 years to now to just a little over 1 
year. I think they have made tremendous progress. This has just 
taken place in the last few months. We are going to see results 
down the road. But nonetheless, I just want to emphasize that they 
have worked very hard to shorten this turnaround time. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I think it would be good for us to know—and if 
you know, for the record, how many products are awaiting the ap-
proval in accordance with the Plant Protection Act. 

GENETICALLY MODIFIED ORGANISMS

And another thing, I want to get back to the general picture, just 
to capture the fact—and I have read some articles with specific 
crops where they say, if you use genetically modified, here is what 
you would produce per acre and here is what you could do. Do you 
know of any of those type stats or stories or illustrations off the 
top of your head? 

Dr. PARHAM. Not off the top of my head on those specifically. But 
certainly when you look at what happened in production agri-
culture in this country across the board, with soybeans, with cot-
ton, with corn, when you see the percentage of crops that are using 
Genetically Modified Organisms—GMO, it is really phenomenal. 
And that has really been within the last quarter of a century that 
that has occurred. And as we talk about feeding the future and all 
those kinds of things, we are going to need all aspects of agri-
culture to support that going forward. 

[The information follows:] 
While APHIS does not have specific figures on crop yields, biotechnology does pro-

vide farmers with tools that can make production cheaper and more manageable 
and, in some cases, increase yields. For example, herbicide-tolerant crops provide 
farmers with a broad variety of options for effective weed control and also enable 
the use of reduced-risk herbicides that breakdown more quickly in the environment, 
are less toxic to wildlife and humans, and are compatible with reduced tillage agri-
culture systems that help preserve topsoil from erosion. USDA survey data reports 
that herbicide-tolerant soybeans, for example, have increased in acreage from 17 
percent in 1997 to 94 percent in 2011. Additionally, biotechnology can help protect 
crops from devastating diseases. The papaya ringspot virus threatened the Hawai-
ian papaya industry until papayas resistant to the disease were developed through 
genetic engineering. 

BIOTECHNOLOGY PETITIONS

Dr. PARHAM. With regard to your question about the number of 
petitions that we currently have, we have 22 in our inventory as 
of today. And of those, we are undergoing a review. And I believe 
that Mr. Gregoire, who is our Deputy Administrator for Bio-
technology Regulatory Services, is with us here in the audience 
today as well, and he and his team have worked very diligently. 
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I believe that more than half of those—12, I believe, is the num-
ber—will be going through the new process; whereby we won’t get 
it down to the 6 months, but certainly we do not believe it is going 
to take the 3 to 5 years that it normally has taken us. So we are 
working diligently to make sure we can continue to shorten those 
numbers.

Of that 22, six of them will remain on the path they are on now, 
just because they are so far down that particular path. So I do 
know the numbers for those. And a couple of them have other char-
acteristics; either they are Environmental Impact Statements— 
EIS, I believe, for two of them; and then another two are exten-
sions, where they are asking for additional review on some things 
that those particular plants will do. 

So in terms of going forward, we do believe that this will have 
an impact down the road in terms of the turnaround. Again, those 
EISs and the Environmental Assessments—EAs—do take some 
time but we do fully expect to be able to truncate that time for 
those particularly that are just coming into the system. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you. Mr. Farr. 
Mr. FARR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I thought when you were 

talking about the lower Rio Grande you might have suggested that 
if the Department announced that the boll weevil did attack drug 
crops, that you might just have boll weevil eliminated by some in- 
kind assistance. 

Mr. KINGSTON. The apple moth would go in there, too. 
Mr. FARR. Yeah. We will put the apple moth in there. People 

would start eating them. 

NATIONAL ORGANIC PROGRAM

Last June, the National Organic Program issued draft guidance 
on seeds, seedlings and organic planting stock. As I understand, 
many of my raspberry and strawberry producers are affected by 
this draft guidance because of the distinction it draws between an-
nual and perennial plants. Are you aware of that problem with the 
raspberry plants, strawberry plants? And when do you expect to fi-
nalize these guidance, the draft guidance? 

Mr. AVALOS. Congressman, I am not aware of that, and I am 
going to ask Mr. Keeney to help me. Before I do that, I just wanted 
to emphasize the National Organic Program. It is a priority at the 
USDA. It is very important to USDA and to the organic industry 
in this country. The organic industry has continued to grow by 
leaps and bounds. 

Mr. FARR. It was born in my district. 
Mr. AVALOS. Congratulations, Congressman. I just wanted to 

take this time to also talk about the equivalency agreement that 
we just signed with the European Union. 

Mr. FARR. Yes. When Kathleen Merrigan was here, we lauded 
that signing. 

Mr. AVALOS. I just wanted to emphasize that the organic indus-
try is growing. It is very important in this country, and we will 
continue to support it. 

To answer your question specifically, I am going to ask Mr. 
Keeney to help me. 
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Mr. KEENEY. Well, thank you. Actually the answer on that is 
that we are going to be publishing the final guidance very soon. We 
anticipate this year. 

Mr. FARR. Will it address these issues that the industry has 
drawn between the annual and perennial plants? 

Mr. KEENEY. There have been a number of comments and we 
will address those. 

ASIAN CITRUS PSYLLID

Mr. FARR. Thank you. I want to switch to the Asian citrus psyllid 
that is famous for curing the Huanglongbing disease, also known 
as the greening citrus, the citrus greening. Have the budget cuts 
reduced your commitment to the program in the field, in eradi-
cation in the field or containment? 

Mr. AVALOS. The budget cuts have not impacted on our commit-
ment.

Mr. FARR. Because the growers are putting $15 million into part-
nership with USDA, and they certainly want to make sure if they 
are putting their money up that you are going to be there as a 
partner.

So the answer is, you will be there? The budget cuts are not 
going to affect that program? 

Mr. AVALOS. Congressman, we are committed to support the pro-
gram, to support the citrus industry in California. 

Mr. FARR. At a continuing level? 
Mr. AVALOS. I can’t tell you it will be at the continuing level. 
Mr. FARR. Well, that was the question. 
Mr. AVALOS. But I can’t tell you—— 
Mr. FARR. Have the budget cuts reduced the commitment to the 

program in the field? 
Mr. AVALOS. Well, we can continue it at the level that we are 

proposing now. 

ORGANIC MARKET DATA

Mr. FARR. Okay. Lastly, how does the agency plan to continue 
the price data collection and dissemination in support of the grow-
ing organic sector on the organic data initiatives? 

Mr. AVALOS. Congressman, I am going to ask Mr. Keeney to help 
me.

Mr. FARR. We had to add that as an amendment. I think I got 
the chairman’s support on that. We did get strong bipartisan sup-
port to fund the data collection and price reporting for the AMS. 
And I am wondering, are you going to continue to do it? And how 
are you going to disseminate it? 

Mr. KEENEY. Thank you for the question. The 2008 Farm Bill did 
provide $3.5 million to the Agricultural Marketing Service to in-
crease our organic reporting, and we have done that over the years. 
Last year, as you know, an additional $300,000 was provided. Dur-
ing that period of time, we have been able to increase the number 
of organic commodities to 230 commodities. We hope to maintain 
that. We believe we can. We would like to expand that, if at all pos-
sible. The dissemination will continue, as we are doing today, 
which is reports that we issue in addition to our online type of re-
porting that is available for anybody to use. 
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One popular report that we have is a retail report. That report 
on fruits and vegetables does contain not only organic products but 
also local products. We are reporting those as well. 

Mr. FARR. And you will continue to do so? Cuts are not going to 
affect that? 

Mr. KEENEY. We will continue to do so, yes. 
Mr. FARR. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Mrs. Lummis. 
Mrs. LUMMIS. Mr. Chairman, since I so rudely interrupted Mr. 

Nunnelee to make a joke about his ‘‘paintball worm,’’ I think it ap-
propriate that I yield to him if he wishes to—— 

Mr. KINGSTON. He might have a good joke. 
Mrs. LUMMIS. Well, feel free to pile it on, Mr. Nunnelee. You de-

serve the opportunity. 

GRASSHOPPER CONTROL

Dr. Parham, I am returning to APHIS. First, I wanted to com-
pliment you about the assistance the last couple of years in Wyo-
ming and other Western States for the development and implemen-
tation of the Federal grasshopper control program. As you know in 
the western States that are predominated by Federal lands, we are 
really dependent on the Federal Government and the private sector 
and State lands working together to control these pests that cross 
these borders. And Wyoming has had a very successful grasshopper 
program the last 2 years. 

Now we are anticipating several hotspots going into this sum-
mer. So I am curious about, will the State PPQ, plant protection 
quarantine, officials be made aware of funding available for their 
programs? When do you anticipate that will happen? 

Dr. PARHAM. I am not certain of when the actual notification will 
go. But I know that in years past there have been surveys done ac-
cording to what the weather patterns are and when certain condi-
tions are conducive to the growth of the Mormon cricket and the 
grasshoppers. So that continues to be a concern. And know that we 
do have the folks on the ground, okay, who are monitoring that. I 
am not certain as to when the actual date is, but we can certainly 
get that for you. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. That would be great. And as soon as you know, if 
you put me on your mailing list about when it is coming out be-
cause I do get questions. For planning purposes, it is really helpful 
for the State and the private folks, our weed and pest control dis-
tricts to know that. 

Dr. PARHAM. We will be sure to do that. 
[The information follows:] 
The individual amount that Western states will receive for grasshopper survey 

and technical assistance support is being finalized and should be completed by the 
last week in March. The survey results (surveys are conducted in April and May) 
will help determine where treatments will be needed, and we will allocate additional 
funds to those states where treatments are needed. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Thank you very much. 

NOXIOUS WEEDS FUNDING

Now with regard to noxious weeds, you administer a noxious 
weeds control program, and it has been a line item. And because 
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you know you have to cut the budgets, I know you have deleted the 
budget line item. So it is incorporated or absorbed into other budg-
et line items. The same thing has happened at the Forest Service 
for their noxious weed program. So because it just sort of got ab-
sorbed into other line items, it is sporadically prioritized. We don’t 
see that same prioritization. So I am a little bit concerned that the 
same thing might happen over at APHIS. And we need a consistent 
approach to the management of weeds for the same reason I just 
explained about the grasshoppers, the relationship and the inter-
connection between Federal land, State land, and private land. 
Where do you see the noxious weed in prioritizing APHIS funding? 
And how can you ensure that consistent prioritization when fund-
ing now is a little bit mixed up? 

Dr. PARHAM. Thank you for the question. What we did with the 
budget line items was, the number that we had—which I believe 
was 43, as I recall, we have reduced that to 29 and then split one 
back out, so we now have 30 of them. But the idea there was to 
give us more flexibility. So as we put like programs together—you 
know, things fluctuate year to year. So that we have the ability 
now that as hotspots, if you will, develop, we are able to address 
those directly without having to reprogram funds and those kinds 
of things. So we are hopeful that having this additional flexibility 
will actually allow us to do a better job of meeting the needs as 
they arise. So noxious weeds continue to be a part of that program 
and will be a priority for us. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Well, you can see by the scope of my questions 
that APHIS is an agency that has a heavy footprint and an impor-
tant footprint in my State. So I will be in touch and appreciate 
your help there. 

NATIONAL VETERINARY STOCKPILE

One more quick question, Mr. Chairman, this about protection of 
food and agriculture duplication. I always ask a duplication ques-
tion, for future reference. The GAO’s second study on duplicative 
programs looked into the Homeland Security Presidential Directive 
9 that established a national policy in 1994 to defend food and ag 
systems against terrorist attacks, disasters, and other emergencies. 
More than nine Federal agencies are assigned various responsibil-
ities under Directive 9. 

So my question here, what steps has APHIS taken to coordinate 
the national veterinary stockpile with the strategic national stock-
pile? And have you identified duplicative efforts? 

Dr. PARHAM. I am not immediately aware that we have identified 
duplicative efforts. I do know that the two stockpiles do have con-
versations with each other. But I am not certain. And we can get 
a reply in the Questions for the Record—QFRs for that. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mrs. LUMMIS. That would be great. Thank you so much. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield back. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Nunnelee. 

APHIS FLEET MANAGEMENT

Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think it was last 
week we had Secretary Vilsack and we talked a lot about the 
USDA’s Blueprint for Stronger Service. I know that every depart-
ment within the agency is making some tough choices. And I com-
mend you for that. But I do have some questions about APHIS. My 
numbers tell me that you have got 5,700 permanent employees and 
5,300 vehicles. Is that right? 

Dr. PARHAM. That is correct. But that is 5,700 permanent em-
ployees. We have an additional 2,700 term or intermittent employ-
ees that do work for us; you know a lot of field work. So the vehi-
cles are also used by those employees as well. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. Roughly one and a half employees for every vehi-
cle? Does that sound right? 

Dr. PARHAM. That is right. But again, the vehicles that we have 
are used by our State cooperators as well. So it is not exactly that 
all those vehicles are used exclusively by our employees. 

APHIS AIRCRAFT INVENTORY

Mr. NUNNELEE. All right. And then I see you have got 71 aircraft 
assigned to the wildlife services program but about a third of those, 
22, are nonoperational. What are your plans? Are you going to fix 
them? Are you going to sell them? 

Dr. PARHAM. Actually those are used for parts for the ones that 
do work, essentially is what has happened there. It was Customs 
and Border Protection, I believe, who we got about 30 aircraft from 
in the last couple of years. Some of those are operational, and then 
we have mechanics and all that keep those running. So they are 
actually using some remainder of those that are nonoperational for 
parts.

Mr. KINGSTON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. NUNNELEE. Sure. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Have you looked at getting rid of that inventory? 

Because that is a lot of capacity. And it also is a long way from 
what your main core missions are. And it would appear to me that 
if you liquidated that, you could free up cash, space, and budget. 
These parts are readily accessible elsewhere, so it is not like you 
have to own them. 

Dr. PARHAM. As part of our wildlife services program, one of the 
things that we do in terms of managing the wildlife-human and 
wildlife-domestic herd interface is sometimes that we do use these 
aircraft both for surveillance and also for the control of predator 
animals. I don’t recall the exact number that are actually oper-
ational. We do do some contract work as well. So I do hear what 
you are saying, Mr. Chairman. And that is something we can cer-
tainly consider. But the entire air force that we have is not com-
pletely operational, as I stated before. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I yield back. 



76

FOOD DESERTS

Mr. NUNNELEE. Okay. Thank you. The final question, I presume 
to Secretary Avalos, the concept of food deserts. Oxford, Mis-
sissippi, has been labeled as a food desert. It is a wonderful town. 
It is the home of Old Miss. I love to go there. But if you have ever 
been there, it is not a food desert. And I am curious—I will be sub-
mitting a question for the record because you may not be able to 
know off the top of your head—what are the criteria that yields the 
result that Oxford, Mississippi, is labeled a food desert? 

Mr. AVALOS. Congressman Nunnelee, I was listening to the hear-
ing when this came up with Secretary Vilsack. And I think the re-
sponse is like that all over the country. We have a great commu-
nity. Why are you calling us a food desert? But the fact is that all 
over the country we have millions of citizens who do not have ac-
cess to healthy, affordable food, and if you are in an urban area, 
if you are in a low income, underserved area and you are further 
than one mile from a major supermarket, then you are in a food 
desert. If you are in a rural setting, if you are more than 10 miles 
from a grocery store or supermarket, you are in a food desert. But 
I just wanted to emphasize that this applies to areas that are un-
derserved, areas where there is a low income community within a 
community. And I think this exists all over the country. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. What I would like to do is just have my staff fol-
low up with the appropriate person at USDA. Let’s look at the spe-
cifics on Oxford, Mississippi, because my concern is that if the 
same yardstick is being applied elsewhere in the Nation, then we 
are inappropriately labeling regions as food deserts, and the result 
is we are spending money that we could be saving. And when you 
are borrowing 42 cents out of every dollar, I have got to ask those 
questions.

Mr. AVALOS. Well, Congressman, we would very much like to 
reach out to your staff and visit with them about food deserts. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. All right. Thank you. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Farr. 

INTERDEPARTMENTAL COORDINATION ON INVASIVE SPECIES

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I was just 
thinking about the duplicative efforts that our colleague was talk-
ing about. And noxious weeds is a huge problem. But it seems to 
me that—and I wondered if you do coordinate. I have dealt with 
Federal and State highway issues because all of the highway main-
tenance people, oftentimes that is where noxious weeds get started, 
come out of a vehicle. We have pampas grass all along the Big Sur 
coast we are trying to wipe out. Is there coordination between your 
other Federal departments? I mean, the Department of Transpor-
tation certainly has some issues there; Forest Service, issues there, 
that is federally owned land; the Department of the Interior, BLM, 
some interest. Obviously APHIS has interest. I really want so 
much of an answer. Is there an effort to coordinate with all these 
different Federal departments, a common problem that they all 
have?

Dr. PARHAM. Representative Farr, indeed there is an effort to do 
that. There is an Invasive Species Council that is an interagency 
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group. We have representation from the Forest Service, from the 
Department of the Interior, from APHIS and other Federal agen-
cies that work on this year-round. 

Mr. FARR. Good. I didn’t know we had that. We need to know 
more about that. 

[The information submitted by USDA follows:] 
The National Invasive Species Council (NISC) was created in 1999 by Executive 

Order 13112. The goal of the executive order was to implement a process or system 
‘‘. . . to prevent the introduction of invasive species and provide for their control 
and to minimize the economic, ecological, and human health impacts that invasive 
species cause.’’ NISC provides high-level interdepartmental coordination of federal 
invasive species actions and works with other federal and non-federal groups to ad-
dress invasive species issues at the national level. NISC is co-chaired by the Secre-
taries of the Agriculture, Interior, and Commerce. Committee members include the 
Secretaries of State, Defense, Homeland Security, Treasury, Transportation, Health 
and Human Services, the U.S. Trade Representative, as well as the Administrators 
of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration, and U.S. Agency for International Development. 

NATIONAL ORGANIC CERTIFICATION COST SHARE PROGRAM

My time is limited here. I want to ask about your strategic plan 
in making the number of certified organic farmers grow from 
16,564 to—your plan is to have 20,655 in the next number of years. 
And I understand that a lot of the starting farmers, some in my 
district and around the country,—count on the use of the National 
Organic Certification Cost Share Program. And that is so they can 
stay certified. 

I am concerned because these funds expire at the end of 2012 
and there is a risk of a significant number of small producers drop-
ping out of the National Organic Program. The question is, do you 
see the demand for this program growing or shrinking? What role 
does this program play in increasing the number of certified or-
ganic farmers in this country? And what other activities is AMS 
undertaking to help meet that goal for growth of the organic sec-
tor?

Mr. AVALOS. Congressman Farr, this is a very important pro-
gram. It is very important to keeping especially beginning organic 
farmers in operation. And just to get into more detail, I am going 
to ask Mr. Keeney to expand on my answer. 

Mr. KEENEY. Well, the Program will expire at the end of this pe-
riod of time. And we know it is very important to all of the organic 
growers out there and organic growers-to-be. So we are anxious to 
take a look and—— 

Mr. FARR. It expires because of the Farm Bill expiration? 
Mr. KEENEY. Because of the Farm Bill expiration. 
Mr. FARR. But if we don’t have a Farm Bill, you are still going 

to operate your department. 
Mr. KEENEY. The operation will continue on, but we will not 

have funding at that point to carry on this program. 

FARM BILL REAUTHORIZATION

Mr. FARR. Unless we give it to you. Obviously we are going to 
give it to other programs that aren’t going to be authorized—I 
mean, I don’t see that we can get a Farm Bill. That is my own per-
sonal opinion. But—— 
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Mr. KEENEY. Well, we are hopeful of that, that there will be a 
Farm Bill and a number of these programs will be reauthorized 
and funded as a result of that. 

Mr. FARR. So I mean it is part of your goal to increase it by get-
ting these startup farmers, helping them cost share, becoming cer-
tified.

Mr. KEENEY. It is our goal to do that. Among other goals that 
we have for the program itself, we do a lot of outreach, as you 
know, to the organic community and to others in the industry to 
work with them to ensure that they are certified and they know 
what they need to do to be certified as well. So we do a lot of that 
work already. And that will continue on. The cost share program, 
however, would be one that would not be able to continue. 

Mr. FARR. Well, maybe we need a larger discussion on that, Mr. 
Chairman, because if indeed these authorizations all sunset—we 
are the appropriating committee. We can still put money into the 
Department. And as long as the law isn’t changed, you can carry 
them out. I mean that is what happens. No Child Left Behind 
sunsetted years ago. We are still running that program in schools 
all over America. So you don’t just drop dead, the law doesn’t drop 
dead. So why would you not continue it if the money is there? 

Mr. KEENEY. If the money is there, we certainly will continue. 
There are two programs, as you probably also know. There is the 
Agricultural Management Assistance to certain States program at 
$1.5 million. That would continue on. But this program that we are 
talking about right now would sunset at this point. 

Mr. FARR. All right. But you are going to ask for it? I mean you 
think it is a worthwhile program? 

Mr. KEENEY. Well, those discussions will take place as the Farm 
Bill discussions take place. It is a worthwhile program as far as we 
are concerned. In the past it has been very worthwhile. 

Mr. FARR. So you are going to advocate for it in the Department? 
Mr. KEENEY. We have no position right now on that. 
Mr. FARR. Do you have a position on anything in the Farm Bill? 
Mr. KEENEY. We have not taken a position on most every issue— 

we have not taken positions on the Farm Bill at this point. 
Mr. FARR. That is real leadership. When will you take positions 

on the Farm Bill? Or do you? 
Mr. KEENEY. As these negotiations continue on, I am sure we 

will be called in to express our point of view on particular provi-
sions of the Farm Bill. 

Mr. FARR. Well, the Senate has already written the Farm Bill. 
How about the version you have seen in the Senate that has been 
drafted, Debbie Stabenow, Senator Stabenow has done? Are you 
supportive of that? 

Mr. KEENEY. We have not taken a position. 
Mr. FARR. Mr. Secretary, I expect you to be a little more politi-

cally active up here on the Hill on these issues. There are some im-
portant cutting edge issues that you are responsible for and you 
have to be an advocate for them. Don’t let OMB be your voice. 

Thank you. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you, Mr. Farr. 
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EGG PRODUCTION

And Mr. Christian, I think this is in your jurisdiction in terms 
of the agreement between the Humane Society and the egg pro-
ducers. It is APHIS, I guess, then. All questions lead to APHIS. 

There is legislation that would codify that agreement in terms of 
how the hens are kept and so forth. And as you know, the United 
Egg Producers has voted to support that legislation and accept the 
agreement. But one of the themes we see in Washington is it is al-
ways kind of the bigger industry members, whether it is in banking 
or contracting or whatever it is, they are the ones who say, yeah, 
we will agree with that because they can afford to take the hit. The 
smaller producers can’t. But it is in society’s interest and every in-
dustry to have small producers because they keep the prices in line 
and compete and keep the big ones from having monopolies. 

And I was wondering what your views are on protecting the 
smaller producers, should this legislation move forward and it be 
codified.

Dr. PARHAM. Okay. We are aware of what the HSUS and the 
UEP have done. But the USDA at this time does not have a posi-
tion on where that would reside because that would influence how 
funding would be managed and that kind of thing. So at this point, 
there has been no decision as to where that would be within USDA. 

Mr. KINGSTON. We just want to make sure that the little guy is 
not left high and dry who can’t adapt the cages as quickly or what-
ever. Do you have any idea what it does to the price to the end 
users yet? Or this is codified? It is probably a bigger question. 

FERAL HOGS

Mr. Secretary, in your home state you have an issue with feral 
hogs that actually touches on the brucellosis question that Mrs. 
Lummis mentioned in terms of if this gets out of hand and diseases 
of feral hogs spread to domestic cattle or other livestock. Yet we 
have cut that budget. You are probably catching grief from a lot of 
your friends back home. 

Mr. AVALOS. The feral hog situation has become an issue nation-
wide. And I just wanted to emphasize that at USDA, APHIS Wild-
life Services is probably the only agency that provides any kind of 
management support on feral hogs. I just want to mention that 
Commissioner Staples in Texas, he did come up with another plan 
where he had a competition to eradicate feral hogs, 2.6 million. I 
think they got a little over 12,000. Nonetheless, I just wanted to 
emphasize that Wildlife Services, we do provide management of 
feral hogs, but we do not have any appropriated money dedicated 
for that program. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Do you recommend that kind of bounty system in 
Texas?

Mr. AVALOS. We don’t recommend a bounty system. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Farr and I are going to try to get you guys 

to commit on policy here. 
Well, just for the record then because I know it is an enormous 

amount of time, how many times a year can a hog reproduce? Be-
cause I think it is like maybe two or three, and they can have up 
to 20 babies at once. Is that approximately right? Where are your 
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scientists in the background? I know somebody knows exactly the 
answer to that. 

Mr. AVALOS. I don’t have anyone who is an expert on feral hogs 
back here. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I bet APHIS knows it. 
Mr. AVALOS. Dr. Parham is also a veterinarian. So maybe he can 

help us. 
Mr. KINGSTON. I think it is just incredible. People don’t realize 

how hogs can reproduce so much. 
Dr. PARHAM. Right. And this common thing that eight are born 

and 10 are weaned is the way it goes because you know the num-
bers are just tremendous. You are roughly accurate. It can be up 
to 20 in a litter. But usually it is not quite that large. One of the 
things that we are doing in terms of research, our National Wildlife 
Research Center does have a program where they are actually try-
ing to develop a toxicant that could be targeted towards these hogs, 
sodium nitrite, which is a commonly used chemical that we believe 
could be developed as a toxicant. So they are working on the deliv-
ery systems as a means of doing it. 

[The information follows:] 
A hog typically gives birth to 8 to 12 pigs at a time, and can have up to 2 litters 

each year. 

But as Secretary Avalos mentioned, we don’t actually have fund-
ing currently to manage that issue that is now in 39 different 
States, okay. We actually have programs where we are working 
with feral hogs—well, folks who are interested in feral hogging in 
25 of those States. It is mostly an educational program but, yes, 
they are increasing a problem as we move forward. 

Again, when we talk about feral swine, we are really talking 
about domestic swine that are running free. So it is not like they 
are the kinds you see in National Geographic that are running 
around Africa. 

Mr. KINGSTON. But the expression, root hog or die. The domestic 
hog immediately, when it gets outside the cage, starts rooting and 
surviving.

Dr. PARHAM. That is correct. 
Mr. KINGSTON. It is a very nimble animal. 
Mr. Farr, I really had just two quick questions and that is it. 

U.S. AGRICULTURAL TRADE

But on the sanitary and the international trade, are you involved 
with India and chicken trade? Because there has been some issue 
with Indians saying that American poultry has some phytosanitary 
problems.

Dr. PARHAM. Yes, Mr. Chairman. We are involved in those dis-
cussions.

Mr. KINGSTON. Is that moving forward? Is that with the USTR 
right now? I mean, is that with the U.S. Trade Representative? 

Dr. PARHAM. Yes, it is. 
Mr. KINGSTON. And is it moving along? Because isn’t the science 

in favor of domestic poultry right now, American poultry? 
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Dr. PARHAM. It is our understanding that that is moving along 
at USTR. I know there have been conversations in the last couple 
of weeks about the situation with India and avian influenza. 

Mr. KINGSTON. And also, we had a ban on Argentine beef for a 
while because of Hoof-and-Mouth Disease. But that ban has been 
lifted; is that correct? 

Mr. AVALOS. Are you talking about a ban on cooked meat or 
fresh and frozen meats? 

Mr. KINGSTON. I am not certain. 
Mr. AVALOS. At this time, Argentina is not allowed to export 

fresh or frozen meat into this country. 
Mr. KINGSTON. I was down there. And Mr. Farr is the South 

American kind of expert. But as I remember from a visit down 
there, the Ambassador told me that they had gotten rid of Hoof- 
and-Mouth and that ban should not be there anymore. Do you have 
any knowledge of that offhand, Sam? 

Mr. FARR. No. Just because I speak Spanish doesn’t mean I am 
an expert on Latin America. But I did live in Colombia. 

But no, I don’t know. I haven’t heard this. But I am sure my cat-
tle operators will know. 

Dr. PARHAM. Part of it is that in parts of Argentina they still vac-
cinate for FMD. So that is part of the situation. So there are some 
areas—again going to the regionalization idea, there are some 
areas that have been declared free, but there are still other areas 
that vaccinate. So that is the distinction there. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Okay. Well, that was my last question as well. 

FEDERAL AND STATE COORDINATION

Mr. FARR. Again, I would just like to have a last statement, if 
I can, Mr. Chairman. I am always fascinated by what all of you do 
in your agency. I mean, USDA is a fascinating agency because you 
know it was established by President Lincoln as essentially a home 
ec department for the westward expansion. Let’s teach people how 
to live in the wilderness and survive. And it kind of instructed us 
how to grow as a nation. And those programs are still there. 

But I see us in a dilemma here, all of us, that are dealing with 
the Federal Government and Washington and that of my colleagues 
who are in the State governments. California government is a big 
government, State government. We are going to be in a new era of 
where we are going to have to solve problems at the local level. I 
mean that is where problems evolve. But we are not going to have 
the wherewithal—I mean, all of these discussions have been about 
money and how much more money we are going to take. 

I don’t see the Federal Government growing in the next decade. 
I think we are going to be stuck on budget deficit reduction and 
fighting over whether we have enough revenue through tax in-
creases or not. States, California is in the same position. Problems 
aren’t going to go away, whether it is feral pigs or invasive species 
or getting organic farmers, or whatever it is going to be. And all 
of those things are at the local level. I think we are going to have 
a decade of new paradigms of sort of regional local government. 

And I am just wondering—this is sort of a suggestion. I don’t 
need an answer, but California has a program where we have an 
ag commissioner in every one of our 58 counties. And they are real-
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ly the authority on all of the APHIS issues and marketing issues. 
And they put out crop reports. I don’t even think any other State 
requires counties to have an ag commissioner. But in places where 
you have that, it seems to me we ought to be looking at ways we 
can transfer some responsibility because we are not going to have 
the funds to do it here in Washington or in our regional offices. 
And I say that as a former State legislator, too. I think that the 
next decade is going to be about problem solving at the local level. 
And what we are going to have to do is that all of these silos of 
the Federal Government are going to have to get together and 
know what each other does. They have to do that at the State level 
and the local level and really come up with a better idea of a one- 
stop for any government. It doesn’t matter what government you 
are in. And I know you come from the grassroots of all this, and 
hopefully your leadership will be able to bring some ideas about 
how we can begin doing a better collaborative, maybe transferring 
more authority. I am surprised that California doesn’t do for poul-
try and meat inspection, that we don’t have our own inspectors get 
certified by the Federal Government like other States have done. 

I think these kinds of ideas and suggestions are going to be need-
ed, and that is going to be the leadership paradigm that we are 
going to be looking for, is how do we solve problems without having 
to grow more government? How do we get better utilization out of 
what we have? It is a huge challenge, but I think we don’t have 
the option of not addressing it. So I look forward to your ideas of 
how we can do this better as we work together. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you, Mr. Farr. And with that, this com-

mittee hearing is over and we meet again tomorrow at 10:00. 
Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
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TUESDAY, MARCH 20, 2012. 

FARM AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICES 

WITNESSES

MICHAEL SCUSE, ACTING UNDER SECRETARY, FARM AND FOREIGN 
AGRICULTURAL SERVICES 

BRUCE NELSON, ADMINISTRATOR, FARM SERVICE AGENCY 
SUZANNE E. HEINEN, ACTING ADMINISTRATOR, FOREIGN AGRICUL-

TURAL SERVICE 
WILLIAM MURPHY, ADMINISTRATOR, RISK MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
MICHAEL YOUNG, BUDGET OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

INTRODUCTION OF WITNESSES

Mr. KINGSTON. The subcommittee will come to order. This is the 
ninth of 11 hearings. We only have two more to go and finish up 
this week. We have had a lot of good productive hearings, had 
some very good dialogue. None of our hearings have been rushed, 
although some have been interrupted by votes. We have usually 
found some common ground in each hearing as we wrestle with our 
$15.5 trillion debt and understand the constraints that it puts on 
everybody right now. 

Today we will be having a hearing on the agency that probably 
has the highest visibility of anybody in terms of USDA because it 
has the vital programs that help farmers, ranchers, and growers 
produce an abundance of supply of food for U.S. citizens and people 
all around the world. 

I welcome Mr. Michael Scuse, the USDA Under Secretary for 
Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services; Mr. Bruce Nelson, Admin-
istrator of Farm Service Agency; Ms. Suzanne Heinen, Acting Ad-
ministrator, Foreign Ag Service; William Murphy, Administrator, 
Risk Management Agency; and the ever present Michael Young, 
USDA’s Budget Director. 

OPENING STATEMENT

The fiscal year 2013 President’s Budget for Farm and Foreign 
Agricultural Services’ mission area seeks a total discretionary fund-
ing level of $3.47 billion, of which $1.62 billion is for the Farm 
Service Agency programs and $1.77 billion is for the Foreign Agri-
cultural Service Programs. While there are smaller increases and 
decreases the one major change on the discretionary side is a $66 
million reduction in P.L. 480 Food for Peace. As part of the FSA 
request, $100 million will support mostly farm ownership and oper-
ating loans of roughly $1.8 billion. This support will help an esti-
mated 29,600 farmers and ranchers. 

You have pointed out in your testimony, which has already been 
given to us, a number of highlights, the pending closure of two FAS 
service offices and 131 FSA county offices, leaving 2,113 county of-
fices still open, a reduction of staff since 2003 of 30 percent, record 
high revenues of U.S. farm exports and proposals to reduce manda-
tory spending by $32 billion. 

There are a number of unanswered questions. One of the ques-
tions is why is there a projected drop in the positive balance of 
trade by 43 percent? So that is going to be something we want to 



340

ask you. We will also want to discuss CRP, which we have had 
some discussion on already in our NRCS hearings but we know it 
is really your jurisdiction. We will need a further explanation on 
the $6 billion increase for the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 
fund.

And we will get to your questions right after your testimony. And 
with that, I will yield the balance of my time. I yield to Mr. Farr. 
We will go 5-minute rules, you will see the light go on, and depend-
ing on how many members are here we kind of play that a little 
liberally.

Mr. Farr. 
Mr. FARR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank you all 

for coming today. The panel has been recognized and I want to 
thank you for being here today, for your tireless work and that of 
your staff to assist the farmers in this country to reach foreign 
markets and for your critical work to help feed millions of famished 
people all over the world. 

As our Nation and the world continue to face economic uncer-
tainty and international upheaval, the Ag Department Farm and 
Foreign Agricultural Services play a crucial role in assisting our 
farmers through the economic turmoil and helping our inter-
national partners meet the dire issue of hunger. 

In both of these cases the agency is providing key assistance and 
fundamental resources that are the core of future success for our 
national economy and our national security. Yet despite the clear 
importance of their efforts, funding for the programs under the 
Foreign Agricultural Services have too easily drawn down calls for 
cuts. Without fully understanding their value, these programs have 
been also criticized and targeted for political gains. 

As a return Peace Corps volunteer, I have seen firsthand what 
the power of friendship and a helping hand can do to uplift entire 
communities. Foreign food assistance programs have the capability 
to show the world an inspiring, uplifting side of America. They also 
have the added benefit of being cost effective, diplomatic tools that 
work to build goodwill and reduce the poverty factors that help 
breed extremism. 

Our Nation needs a new guiding principle to drive our foreign 
policy, one that includes long-term strategies for stability and secu-
rity. It is clear that the foreign food assistance will not solve all of 
our international problems, but neither will pure military force. As 
we work to meet our obligation to get our fiscal house in order, we 
must weigh the long-term benefits of foreign food assistance pro-
grams provide any capability they have to prevent future costly 
military interventions. 

In many cases these food programs serve as the face of the 
United States in foreign countries and subsequently helps set long 
lasting views of our country. With that in mind, I look forward to 
an honest discussion of how we can improve efficiencies that reduce 
costs and increase the positive impacts on the ground. 

Thank you, and I look forward to your testimony. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman.

[The statement follows:] 
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Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Scuse. 

OPENING STATEMENT

Mr. SCUSE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman and mem-
bers of the subcommittee, I am pleased to appear before you today 
in order to present the 2013 budget and program proposals for the 
Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services mission area of the De-
partment of Agriculture. 

As you pointed out, I am accompanied today by administrators 
of the three agencies that comprise our mission area: Bruce Nelson, 
the Administrator of the Farm Service Agency; William Murphy, 
Administrator of Risk Management Agency; and Suzanne Heinen, 
Acting Administrator of the Foreign Agricultural Service. We are 
also accompanied by Michael Young, Director of the Office of Budg-
et and Program Analysis. 

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the difficulties of today’s budget 
environment and the need to reduce the Federal deficit. Over the 
past 3 years this mission area has worked hard to meet the budg-
etary challenges we face, to do more with less, and to ensure that 
critical investments in rural America continue. However, now is 
not the time for further cuts. We now need time to manage these 
reductions and to streamline our operations wherever possible. 

Turning first to Farm Service Agency, the budget request for sal-
aries and expenses reflects our efforts to streamline processes, in-
vest in more efficient systems, and to maximize efficiencies. The 
budget requests $1.5 billion, the same level provided in 2011 and 
a net increase of $24 million above the 2012 enacted level. Within 
this funding level the budget includes $99.8 million to continue the 
Modernize and Innovate the Delivery of Agricultural Systems, or 
MIDAS project. The request will also enable FSA to hire 37 addi-
tional temporary staff to maintain customer service during peak 
workload periods. FSA also plays a critical role for our Nation’s ag-
ricultural producers by providing a variety of direct loans and loan 
guarantees to farm families who would otherwise be unable to ob-
tain the credit they need to continue their farming operations. 

The 2013 budget process proposes a total program level of about 
$4.8 billion, reflecting credit usage forecasts at the time the budget 
was developed. In crop year 2011 the crop insurance program pro-
vided over $113 billion in protection. Our current projection is that 
indemnity payments to producers on the 2011 crops will be about 
$11 billion on a premium volume of about $11.9 billion. Our cur-
rent projection for the 2012 crop year shows the value of protection 
will decline slightly to about $106 billion. This estimate is based 
on the Department’s latest estimates of planted acreage and ex-
pected market prices for major agricultural crops. 

For salaries and expenses of the Risk Management Agency $75 
million in discretionary spending is proposed, the same as at the 
2012 enacted level. The Foreign Agricultural Service is the lead 
agency for the Department’s international activities. 

The 2013 budget is designed to ensure that FAS has the re-
sources needed to continue to represent and advocate on behalf of 
American agriculture on a global basis, to remove agricultural 
trade barriers, develop new markets, and enhance the competitive 
position of U.S. agriculture in a world marketplace. The budget 
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provides a program level of $183 million, the same amount pro-
vided in fiscal year 2012. Within that level of funding the budget 
includes a decrease of about $10.2 million for headquarters costs. 
The decrease will be achieved through a combination of a hiring 
freeze and further reductions to travel and training. 

The 2013 budget provides an increase of about $5 million for 
higher operating costs at the agency’s overseas posts, including in-
creased payments to the State Department for administrative costs. 
The budget also includes funding of $5.6 million for reconstruction 
and stabilization activities in Afghanistan. We are supporting im-
plementation of the President’s strategy for Afghanistan by pro-
viding technical experts who serve as agricultural advisers. And for 
the international food assistance program the budget includes ap-
propriated funding of nearly $1.7 billion, including $184 million for 
the McGovern-Dole International Food for Education and Child Nu-
trition Program and $1.4 billion for the Food for Peace Title II 
grant food assistance programs. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity to present our 
2013 budget and program proposals, and I would be pleased to an-
swer any questions that you or other members of the committee 
may have. Again, thank you. 

[The statements of Mr. Scuse, Mr. Nelson, Ms. Heinen, and Mr. 
Murphy follows:] 
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HISTORY OF 5-YEAR FARM BILL

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you, Mr. Scuse. In reading your testimony 
last night, and thinking about some of the questions, I can say that 
they are just endless. One central question that I had—we covered 
sports fortunately—one question that I have is do you know the 
historic reason for Farm Bills to be 5 years? And is it time to 
rethink that model? And should it be across the board with all 
USDA programs or should it be more of a crop decision? It is sort 
of a philosophical question. 

Mr. SCUSE. Well, Mr. Chairman, I can’t answer your question be-
cause I don’t know what the historical background as far as the 
timing for the Farm Bills is, but I think we all realize that the 
Farm Bills were started to make sure that we had an adequate and 
cost effective food supply in the United States. But as far as the 
timing for the 5 years, I don’t know the historical reason for that 
number.

Mr. KINGSTON. I just wonder and I am not trying to go anywhere 
with this necessarily, but I guess most of these came back to the 
FDR days and that maybe we should examine it to see if it is obso-
lete these days or not. And the only reason I say that is the tend-
ency is to pass a 5-year Farm Bill, sometimes delaying it for 6 
years and maybe not giving it the oversight that we should and be 
able to change and address things that we need on a more timely 
basis.

If I could ask you for the record if you could get somebody to look 
into the historic reason for the 5 years and is it really necessary 
to still have a 5-year Farm Bill. 

Mr. SCUSE. Be more than glad to do that, Mr. Chairman. 
[The information follows:] 
Viewed by some as the first Farm Bill, the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933 

was enacted during the ‘‘Great Depression,’’ in part, to reduce surplus agricultural 
production and restore profitability to farming. Subsequently, parts of this legisla-
tion were found to be unconstitutional by the Supreme Court leading to the enact-
ment 5 years later of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938. Ten years passed 
before enactment of the next major piece of farm legislation, the Agricultural Act 
of 1948, which was quickly followed one year later by the Agricultural Act of 1949. 
Much of this early farm legislation consisted of ‘‘permanent law’’ which means it re-
mains in effect today unless set aside by the current Farm Bill. 

However, not everyone agrees that the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933 was 
the first Farm Bill. According to the Congressional Research Service (CRS), ten bills 
between 1965 and 2008 are ‘‘generally agreed’’ to be Farm Bills; ending with the 
most recent Farm Bill—the Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008. In general, 
these CRS-recognized Farm Bills authorize agricultural programs for a period of 4 
to 5 years, after which the programs expire and need to be reauthorized or replaced 
by other programs. The conventional wisdom is that this length of time provides a 
period of ‘‘certainty’’ during which farmers can plan their farming operations with-
out fearing that legislative changes will disrupt their operating decisions. On the 
other hand, the 5-year time-frame is felt to be short enough that Congress will have 
an opportunity to change agriculture policy fairly quickly if economic conditions 
change or the policies enacted in the Farm Bill prove to be inadequate. 

FFAS STAFF

Mr. KINGSTON. I actually skipped one of the comments I want to 
make. We work very closely with a lot of your departments from 
Risk Management Agency, Foreign Ag Service to FSA and we get 
nothing but compliments. I think the reason we do is because it is 
technical assistance partnership rather than we are from the gov-
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ernment, we are going to tell you to do it differently and have all 
kinds of different loops and hoops that you are going to have to go 
around. When I am in foreign countries I often meet with Foreign 
Ag Service reps, and I just found them to be great, perfect public 
servants, very hard working and very dedicated people. When we 
go on CODELs and we call on them, it is not 9:00 to 5:00. And 
often I will be tying somebody up and realize when I think about 
it, it is a Saturday, I hadn’t even considered that. But they are al-
ways very dedicated. I wanted to point that out. 

OFFICE CLOSURES

I also want to point out USDA’s leadership in terms of closing 
offices and reorganization. I wish all the agencies in D.C. would do 
that. And what RMA is doing in changing 70 reporting dates to 15. 
I think that kind of thinking we just have to all do as public serv-
ants.

Do you know the dates on which you are going to actually close 
these offices? And when will that savings be realized? 

Mr. SCUSE. Well, Mr. Chairman, we have notified Congress, 
given them the 90-day notification, which was required of us in the 
Farm Bill. At the end of that 90-day period, then the Secretary will 
make the final determination on those offices. And we will then de-
termine at which time these offices can in fact be closed. Of course, 
I think you realize that there will be some costs associated in this 
fiscal year with closing some of those offices. But, then going for-
ward in years out there will be a savings for these offices. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, I know you will have push back on the Hill 
and various areas, so to me the faster you get it done, the better. 
And we want to support you in that effort. So as far as I am con-
cerned right now we just need to do the whole package. If we start 
picking and choosing we will never get out of it. 

I am almost out of time so I will yield back. First I want to con-
gratulate two of our committee members who just re-upped their 
job contracts for 2 years, Mr. Nunnelee and Ms. Kaptur. Congratu-
lations to both of you. We are glad to have you back and now we 
expect you to work tons of overtime. 

GEOGRAPHIC IMPACT OF EXPORT PROGRAMS

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I have been sit-
ting on this committee for a number of years and represent the 
central coast of California, which is what we call specialty crop ag-
riculture. I have to admit that it is very hard—not very hard, you 
don’t see the Foreign Agricultural Services on the ground, their 
presence, it is not one that people discuss. And yet we ship our 
crops all over the world. Just one county grows $4.2 billion of fresh 
crops. And I was just wondering as I was reading your testimony, 
have you ever looked at the geographical impact where you spend 
most of your efforts, in what States and what parts of those States? 
Is it spread out all over or is it more with the commodity crops? 
Because even in the financial tools, not that I understand them all 
that well, but I think most of our local banks do most of the lend-
ing for agriculture in our area. 

I am just curious as to the fallout of all your good work. What 
States and areas of those States that really benefit? 
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Mr. SCUSE. Congressman, it is not any particular State or region 
of the United States because our trade programs are targeted not 
just for the commodities, but for all different types of products, spe-
cialty crops as well. Here in the United States, and we work very 
hard abroad to open markets for commodity crops as well as the 
specialty crops and as well as the livestock industry. So the fund-
ing is used across all the commodities, all the agricultural products 
across all of the States. 

The State Departments of Agriculture each has a marketing divi-
sion. We work very closely with those in each region to help pro-
vide funding through our Market Access Program, through our 
TASC program, which is Technical Assistance for Specialty Crops, 
where we go in and look at some of the barriers that speciality 
crops are facing in foreign countries. We are using that program to 
break down some of the barriers for specialty crops. 

FAS ASSISTANCE WITH CALIFORNIA SPECIALTY CROPS

Mr. FARR. Could you get somebody to just outline for me; for ex-
ample, take Salinas, California, of where the services that this 
agency provides affect Monterey County, that region actually, be-
cause I know you don’t just do one community or one crop. It would 
be helpful to explain your services to my constituents better if I un-
derstood how the rubber hits the ground. 

[The information follows:] 
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LOCAL AND REGIONAL PROCUREMENT PILOT PROGRAMS

Mr. FARR. I understand that the Foreign Agricultural Services 
has been in charge of coordinating the local regional and procure-
ment pilot that was established in the 2008 Farm Bill, and the 
field based studies under the pilot were completed last fall. I note 
the official report on the pilot required by Congress and the Farm 
Bill is not due to be released for another couple months, but FAS 
has been reviewing the draft report in recent weeks, and there has 
been a separate analysis of the pilot conducted by some economist 
at Cornell University supported by the local regional learning alli-
ance. And based on what you have learned so far, do you think that 
the LRP pilot was a success? What steps should be taken in the 
2012 Farm Bill based on the findings of these recent studies? 

Mr. SCUSE. I will let our Administrator answer your question. 
Ms. HEINEN. Thank you, Congressman. We did just finish those 

programs. We had programs in Cambodia and Niger and Guinea 
Bissau. We are evaluating them. I think—we think the more tools 
we have, the more effective we can be, and we can apply those tools 
in the proper place. 

Mr. FARR. Does your budget request address those needs? 
Ms. HEINEN. It did not address that need because we haven’t fin-

ished the evaluation and couldn’t give you a good evaluation. 
Mr. FARR. The recommendations to the Farm Bill, will there be 

provisions in the Farm Bill addressing those needs? Somebody is 
shaking their head behind you no. 

Mr. SCUSE. That is some information, sir, we can supply to the 
respective committees. 

Mr. FARR. You can, but will, that is the question. Are you going 
to do that? 

Mr. SCUSE. I think we have to finish reviewing the report and 
the study and see what the impact really and truly has been and 
then what the needs are. 

Mr. FARR. How long will that take? 
Ms. HEINEN. Expect that report in June. 
Mr. FARR. Pardon me? 
Ms. HEINEN. We expect to have that report finished in June. 
Mr. FARR. In June, all right. I have some other questions but I 

will wait until the second round. Thank you very much, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you. Mr. Nunnelee. 
Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is always a good 

idea to accept the congratulations of the chairman, and I will do 
that. I will never correct the chairman in public, but I will just ref-
erence March Madness basketball season. And there are two halves 
to a basketball game. You don’t get to advance to the next round 
by winning the first half. 

Now back to the business at hand. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Unless you are in an R14 bracket. 

OFFICE CLOSURES

Mr. NUNNELEE. Now back to the business at hand. I really want 
to commend and congratulate USDA. As far as I am concerned you 
are one of the agencies of government that has acknowledged that 
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our Nation is in a serious financial crisis and you are doing your 
part to lead the way. Unfortunately in this business it seems like 
no good deed goes unquestioned. So it is my job to at least ask a 
few questions. We had the Secretary here talking about the blue-
print for stronger service. I think you are doing what the Congress 
has asked you to do. Under Secretary Scuse, in your testimony you 
say on page 2, and I will quote, in 2012 FSA will close 131 county 
offices across rural America. I was under the impression we were 
still in the middle of a 90-day comment window, in which case the 
Department would review those comments and make a further de-
cision. So I just want to make sure I understand. Have the deci-
sions already made been made and these comments are just for 
show?

Mr. SCUSE. No, I guess the comment in my written remarks was 
a bit off mark. We have provided Congress with the 90-day notifi-
cation. We have gone through the comment period. We held the 
hearings and in each one of the counties where these offices—we 
anticipate the closure of these offices. Again Congress has been 
given the 90-day notification. At the end of the 90-day notification, 
then the Secretary will make the final determination. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. Okay. Let me make sure my understanding is 
correct. I think my issue is with the 2008 Farm Bill and not so 
much with your administration. As I understand it, your decisions 
are made based on criteria, pretty specific criteria that are laid out 
in the 2008 Farm Bill. And I am concerned that local officers of the 
FSA had very little, if any, input into those decisions as to which 
offices to close. Do I understand correctly? 

Mr. SCUSE. Yes, sir, you do. We use the criteria for the selection 
of those 131 offices as set down in the 2008 Farm Bill by Congress. 

DATA COLLECTION STREAMLINING

Mr. NUNNELEE. All right. Also an area where I think you are 
working on streamlining government is the streamlining of the re-
porting dates movement from 70 to 15. But I am still concerned 
that there is duplication. As I understand it, even with the stream-
line process you have got four USDA offices, FSA, RMA, NRCS and 
NASS, all collecting and inputting data and much of that data is 
duplicative. So can you give me a rationale why we have got agen-
cies collecting duplicative data and we are asking farmers to sub-
mit duplicative data to multiple agencies? 

Mr. SCUSE. Congressman, you picked up on something that has 
been a concern of ours. That is one of the reasons why we have 
started the Acreage Crop Reporting Streamlining Initiative. Cur-
rently our farmers and ranchers have to do two reports, one to the 
Farm Service Agency and one to the crop insurance agent. In this 
day and age and with the technology available we shouldn’t have 
to have our farmers and ranchers do dual reporting. 

And also—we had—the four agencies that you named, those four 
agencies actually use different identifiers for a parcel of land. What 
this initiative also has done has brought those four agencies to-
gether, so going forward there will be a single land identifier. So 
we are trying to streamline that process, make it easier for farmers 
and ranchers, as well as allow those agencies to do a better job in 
data collection as well as reporting. 
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Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you. 
Mr. SCUSE. You are welcome. 
Mr. NUNNELEE. I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Ms. Kaptur. 

WATERSHED NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome to all of you, 
great to have you here this morning. Secretary Vilsack just visited 
our region this past week and was a part of an announcement for 
a place called the Western Lake Erie Basin, which lies at the west-
ern edge of Lake Erie between Ohio and Michigan, and it was im-
portant that he come because that particular watershed is gigantic 
but it is the main source of effluence into Lake Erie that contribute 
largely off of soybean production to algal blooms in the lake that 
have now created eutrophic areas that have not been seen for dec-
ades. We have a real problem. 

And one of the reasons I am mentioning this, I was very happy 
for the Secretary’s visit, through Mr. Under Secretary, the CRP 
programs and your own important work in Farm and Foreign Ag 
Services, is to see what else your department might do to bring to-
gether the farmers who farm in that watershed and receive all kind 
of payments, CRP payments. We are not as wed to Federal sub-
sidies for production, low crop production as some other parts of 
the country, but we have some farmers, about a third, who receive 
Federal benefits through subsidy programs. And the vast array of 
Farm Service Agency services that are offered in that Western Erie 
Lake Basin, we really need a meeting between the farmers and ma-
rina owners on the lake because there is a real problem that is 
coming off the land. And because of the increased rainfall there is 
more movement of soil and whatever is on the soil and we simply 
have to find an answer. There are many now toxic forms of algal 
blooms that are in that lake. It is the shallowest of the Great 
Lakes and the most abundant. In terms of fish there is a multi bil-
lion dollar industry that functions in terms of marinas and fishing 
and so forth. 

I really think really part of the problem is I don’t know whether 
it is the type of fertilizer we use, whether phosphorous loading can 
be stemmed somehow by the way that we deal with effluent on in-
dividual farms creating manufactured wetlands as this stuff flows 
through. The USDA has been involved with this watershed for an 
about a decade now, so you know a lot. But there is a problem in 
the agricultural community in trying to address the runoff. 

I am wondering what experience you have around the country. 
Do you have any watershed you work in where you might develop 
a process to come out and using the agencies you have, the farmers 
know them well, for convening between the farmers, the fertilizer 
salespeople, the marina owners. Want to get them out on that lake 
and show them what is happening. It is pretty upsetting when you 
actually see it in August. And it is creating real waves of green 
that just wash up on shore now, more and more every year. 

Do you have examples around the country of where you can 
bring farmers together effectively? And could you check to see how 
many farmers are actually enrolled in your programs in this par-
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ticular watershed and who aren’t and how to get them together, 
please?

Mr. SCUSE. Yes. And as a former Secretary of Agriculture for the 
State of Delaware, which quite a bit of the State is in the water-
shed for the Chesapeake, I do have a little bit of experience in the 
area of working with our agricultural producers as well as their 
fertilizer companies to try to look at ways to help them prevent 
runoff and to do a better job of nutrient managing. We do have 
some experience. 

The State of Maryland also has a great deal of experience in 
dealing with the Chesapeake watershed and extensively uses the 
Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program, which is a program 
that we work with the States to help develop—it goes a long way 
in protecting a lot of the runoff that comes from the farms into the 
Chesapeake area. So it is something that I do have some experi-
ence with, and we would be more than willing to go up into your 
area and take a look. 

Ms. KAPTUR. We would warmly welcome you. I am sure you have 
the management capability to see who qualifies for Federal support 
in different ways and to draw as large a group of people together 
as possible. There is an NRCS employee out there by the name of 
Steve Davis, who is based in Findlay, Ohio who has been doing an 
exceptional job. The NRCS head for the State, Terry Crosby, ter-
rific job but I am telling you it is not enough. Somehow we are not 
reaching the numbers that we need to. And maybe you have some 
examples of what you have done in Delaware that could help us, 
guide us. We need to be a little more expeditious about what is 
happening. So I would love to have your staff work with ours and 
figure out a way to do this working with NRCS and get as many 
farmers as possible involved in the conversation. 

Mr. SCUSE. And if we may, how about in the coming weeks if we 
set up an appointment so you and I can discuss this even further. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. 
Mr. SCUSE. And share any ideas and experience that I have. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Ms. Lummis. 
Mrs. LUMMIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, welcome, sorry. Three 

hearings this morning. I am on three subcommittees so I am run-
ning around like a chicken with my head cut off, but I know you 
understand.

CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM—CRP

First question is about CRP. What is the justification for the in-
crease in acreage back to 32 million in 2015? The President’s budg-
et caps it at 30 or recommends capping it at 30 for fiscal year 2013, 
and then also 2014, but then increases back to 32 million in 2015. 
I am just curious about whether the administration supports ex-
tending it for 30 million acres going on? 

Mr. SCUSE. That is current law and the President’s budget re-
quest or proposal for the Farm Bill is for a cap of 30 million, but 
to go up to the 32 that is current law. But the President is request-
ing a cap at 30 million acres. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. So he is just focused on the current fiscal year? 



398

Mr. SCUSE. No. For the next Farm Bill, for the entire length of 
the Farm Bill to cap that at 30 million acres. Current law, if noth-
ing happens, would go to 32 million. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Ah, I am with you. Thank you, I am with you. 
That is helpful. 

GENERAL AND CONTINUOUS SIGN-UPS

My next question is about continuous sign-up versus the general 
sign-up for the Conservation Reserve Program. Are there discus-
sions at FSA on moving more towards continuous sign-up? And 
how does the technical assistance to targeted acres differ from gen-
eral sign up-projects? 

Mr. SCUSE. I will let my Administrator take that question if you 
don’t mind. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Thank you. 
Mr. NELSON. Thanks. And as you know, Secretary Vilsack has 

announced within the last several weeks two new major continuous 
CRP sign-up initiatives. One focused on highly erodible land, which 
would allow producers the flexibility of enrolling land with an 
erodibility index in excess of 20, which means that it is eroding at 
four to five times tolerance levels on a continuous basis instead of 
having to wait for the general sign-up. 

In addition to that, he has also proposed a million acre initiative 
of continuous sign-up on grasslands, wetlands and wildlife. So what 
we are trying to do is to target the benefits or the programs toward 
the most environmentally sensitive acres. But we are right now in 
the midst of a general sign-up for CRP, sign-up 43. It is the third 
one we have held in the last 3 years. There are about six and a 
half million acres of contracts expiring this September over 68,000 
contracts. So we started the sign-up on March 12th and it will end 
on April 6th. But to your central question, we are attempting to 
focus and target the program to where we get the biggest bang for 
the buck and the greatest environmental benefit. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Thank you. One of the benefits of going home for 
those work periods that we just came off of is how much you learn 
when you are at home, then we can come back here and discuss 
with you. One of things that I learned about the sage grouse issue 
in the High Plains and Intermountain West, is the effect of the 
massive growth in the raven population. They are preying on the 
eggs of the sage grouse in a way that is having an enormous im-
pact on sage grouse population. So of course we are trying to keep 
the sage grouse off the endangered species list because of our work 
in Wyoming is really a great leader with its Federal partner in try-
ing to prevent sage grouse from being listed. And the ravens are 
part of this migratory bird program. So to the extent that you are 
working on this issue with Department of Interior agencies as well, 
I may want to visit with you further so we can figure out how to 
address that, but that is just an aside. 

TRANSITION INCENTIVE PROGRAM

My next question is about the transition incentive program 
through FSA. Due to high enrollment the 25 million provided by 
the 2008 Farm Bill has been exhausted, the program yielded more 
than 1,500 contracts in 26 States, totaling over 250,000 acres. 
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What kinds of effects does transitioning land to beginner socially 
disadvantaged farmers have? And is there a way to ensure sustain-
able grazing and crop production methods are being implemented 
by new farmers? 

Mr. KINGSTON. The gentlewoman’s time has expired, but I will 
yield the time needed to answer the question on my time, which 
is now. 

Mr. NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We believe the transi-
tion Incentive Program is one of the very good tools in the tool box 
to help transition agriculture from generation to generation. My 
family has been involved in that now for four generations in Mon-
tana, back to when my grandparents homesteaded. So these pro-
grams like the Transition Incentive Program, the beginning farmer 
loan program and others are critical, we believe, to help facilitate— 
because if you look at the average age of farmers in the country, 
they are about my age, they are getting close to 60. And so we need 
to be doing what we can to get it in the hands of the next genera-
tion. The Transition Incentive Program is, we believe, a great tool 
to do that. 

However, as I indicated in my answer to the previous question, 
we have got about 68,000 CRP contract holders whose contracts 
will expire this September who, because of the funding cap on the 
program, may or may not be able to participate in it prior to the 
time that those contracts expire. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. What was that number? How many contracts? 
Mr. NELSON. Something over 68,000, 6.5 million acres and some-

thing in excess of 68,000 contract holders. 
Mrs. LUMMIS. Thank you. 
Mr. NELSON. We believe some of those might be interested in 

participating.
Mrs. LUMMIS. And thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SIGN-UP OF ERODIBLE LAND

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you. Just continuing on that line, as you 
know, Mr. Nelson, CRP really originally was for highly erodible 
land and now we are doing this continuous sign-up for more tar-
geted highly erodible land. This is a program that does pay farmers 
not to farm and one of the great criticisms that is out there, and 
it appears to me that at the 30 million-acre level that there is prob-
ably a lot of that land that is not highly erodible. I was wondering 
if you guys had a breakdown as to what was and what wasn’t? 

Mr. NELSON. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Of the 24.4 million acres of 
general sign-up land, 18.7 million acres of that has an erodibility 
index in excess of 8. So about three-quarters of the general sign- 
up land. 5.5 million acres of that 18.7 million has an erodibility 
index in excess of 20, which, as I indicated earlier, means it is 
eroding four to five times in excess of soil tolerance levels. The 
other 5.7 million acres of general sign-up land has been entered 
into the program, enrolled in the program because of high wildlife 
benefits, high water quality benefits, high air quality benefits, all 
according to the environmental benefits index, which has been used 
to evaluate the CRP offers around the country since 1990. 

Mr. KINGSTON. On the Transition Incentive Program, does it 
keep the land in CRP—because I was reading your testimony and 
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I am not real familiar with the program. It would seem to me it 
was encouraging people to take it out of CRP and begin cultivating 
it.

Mr. NELSON. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate that opportunity 
to clarify because that is what it does. A producer who has an ex-
piring contract would make an agreement to either sell the land or 
give the land in a long-term lease to a beginning farmer or socially 
disadvantaged farmer who in turn agrees to crop the land in a sus-
tainable manner. Back to your question, so it actually is a program 
where the person who either leases the land on a long-term basis 
or sells the land on a long-term basis with the CRP contract. It is 
2 additional years of CRP payments in return for that transaction 
with the lessor purchaser of the land. 

Mr. KINGSTON. But they would be able to take highly erodible 
land out of CRP, the new owner, and cultivate it; is that correct? 

Mr. NELSON. Yes, but there is the provision that they have to 
farm it in a sustainable manner. 

CRP PROS AND CONS

Mr. KINGSTON. Okay. My concern with CRP is that it does be-
come a land payment issue for people who are doctors or lawyers 
living in the city. They go out and they buy land and they get CRP, 
and it offsets their mortgage payment and it is kind of a sweet deal 
for them. I think in terms of production in agriculture that is some-
thing of a concern. 

Mr. SCUSE. It may be a concern, Mr. Chairman, but if I may, the 
benefits for this program over its 24, 25-year life span has been 
phenomenal; 8 billion tons of topsoil have been saved. We are pro-
tecting 200,000 miles of rivers and streams. And each year it se-
questers 50 million tons of carbon. That is the equivalent of taking 
10 million cars off the road. So that doesn’t go on to the outdoor 
benefits for the sportsman, the outdoor sportsman and enthusiasts. 
And what it does for those communities that provide all types: ho-
tels, motels, restaurants and everything for those areas that are in 
CRP for hunters and other enthusiasts. So there has been a tre-
mendous amount of benefits in this program over its 25 years of 
life.

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you. Mr. Farr. 
Mr. FARR. Just to follow up on that, but why should the tax-

payer, if indeed the issue is about sustainability and best use, best 
management practices, the land says you have the capacity to do 
this if you farm it correctly using best management practices, why 
should the government be involved at all? Why don’t you just zone 
it that way and have your local environmental, through habitat 
management programs, land trusts and things like that, why don’t 
they become involved in it? 

Mr. SCUSE. And I understand. 
Mr. FARR. I think this is a rip off, there is a lot—California uses 

the local government zoning authorities to do best management 
practices and agriculture comes up with it because they don’t want 
to lose that soil. Why should the taxpayers pay not to farm some-
thing you shouldn’t farm anyway? 

Mr. SCUSE. I understand your concern and where you are head-
ed, but having been chairman of a county’s planning and zoning 
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commission, land use, and what you are telling people they can and 
cannot do with their land is extremely controversial. 

Mr. FARR. Sure it is, I was a county supervisor. I sat through 
those. But the States require the counties have general plans and 
zoning has to be consistent with the general plans. We are not 
going to solve this here. 

Mr. SCUSE. No. 
Mr. FARR. I think that the chairman raises an interesting issue, 

maybe for a different purpose than I do. I just, if you really get 
down to sustainability and that has to do with a lot of stuff and 
California is fighting this all the time with the habitat manage-
ment and right on private land. Yeah, well, that is the law, we are 
not going to pay you. We will tax you if you want to put your land 
into a conservation easement, we can lower your taxes. There are 
all kinds of management tools but we don’t go in there and pay you 
to not do stupid. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Would the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FARR. Yes. 

CONSERVATION EASEMENTS

Mr. KINGSTON. I am curious about that, a conservation easement 
versus CRP. Do you know which one costs more and which one is 
more effective to achieve the goals that we are trying to achieve? 

Mr. FARR. Well, conservation easements are essentially bought 
by land trusts, not by the Federal Government. 

Mr. SCUSE. Or sometimes by State governments. 
Mr. FARR. State governments, yeah, they can do that. Also what 

you are trying to do in California because your land is taxed, prop-
erty taxed, is that if you can enter these contracts you can get a 
break on your tax, you get a lower tax. 

Mr. SCUSE. But to your question about cost, it depends on what 
part of the United States you are talking about placing a conserva-
tion easement on and how long; is that in fact permanent? So there 
are a lot of variables in figuring out exactly which would be the 
biggest advantage cost wise. But, again land use is a very touchy 
subject in many States, and in many States it is extremely difficult 
to either at the county level or State level to get legislation through 
to mandate different types of land use. 

Mr. FARR. Well, I think it is going to change with lending prac-
tices just like you have to have inspections for your homes, you 
have to have them fire safe and all those other things and you have 
to have them built to code. There is going to be a code of practices 
for land use eventually and it is going to be built into the mar-
keting system. I just see California moving that way. And I think 
we are still the number one ag state and competing with the States 
that don’t have any regulations. So I think it will evolve that way. 

CARGO PREFERENCES

I want to ask a question about cargo preferences. The Farm 
Service Agency commodity operations officials in Kansas City are 
in charge of procuring commodities for food aid shipments for both 
USDA and USAID and thus have to deal with meeting cargo pref-
erence requirements for shipping U.S. commodities overseas. In the 
2000 report on improving the efficiency and effectiveness of U.S. 
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food aid programs, the GAO questioned whether the annual reim-
bursement that is provided by the Maritime Administration to 
cover the additional costs associated with meeting cargo preference 
rules is adequate. 

To your knowledge, have USDA and the Department of Trans-
portation taken steps to address this issue with cargo preference 
raised by the recent GAO reports that touch on this issue? Are the 
current costs to the American taxpayer between 150 to 200 million 
spent annually to compensate USDA for the cost of cargo pref-
erence an effective use of these resources? 

Mr. SCUSE. There have been several meetings pertaining to cargo 
preference between AID, the Farm Service Agency, the Foreign Ag-
ricultural Service, the Department of Transportation as well as 
some of the other agencies. There has not been any resolution to 
the issue, but there have been several meetings held to discuss the 
report and the issue. 

Mr. FARR. Obviously you want to get somewhere with all those 
meetings. Do you have an idea what might be the outcome? 

Mr. SCUSE. At this time, no, I don’t, not at this time. 
Mr. FARR. Any discussion of the money being spent, whether that 

is cost effective? 
Mr. SCUSE. I would have to go back and reread the report itself, 

but again we are required for products shipped, so there is a re-
quirement for cargo preference. 

Mr. FARR. I will put these questions in writing and you can re-
spond to the committee. 

Mr. SCUSE. Okay, thank you. 
Mr. KINGSTON. I want to associate myself with that also. I am 

very interested in that topic. 
Mr. Nunnelee. 

FSA OFFICE CLOSURES

Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let’s go back to the 
90-day window on comments on closing FSA offices. As I under-
stand it the 90-day notification was issued on February the 27th. 
My quick calculations tell me that 90 days from then would be May 
28th, would be the 91st day. So do we already have a list of offices 
that will be closed on May 28th? 

Mr. SCUSE. We have a list of the 131 offices, yes, sir, and your 
calculation is correct. That is the same day that we came up with 
as well. But there is a list of those 131 offices. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. So they will be closed on May 28th? 
Mr. NELSON. No. Congressman, there is a list of offices proposed 

for closure and on May 28th, the Secretary will take the comments 
and information that he receives and then make a decision on 
what, if any, offices of the 131 that have been proposed are going 
to close. 

FARM BILL REAUTHORIZATION

Mr. NUNNELEE. Okay. Let’s move on a little bit to the reauthor-
ization of the Farm Bill just to give you the opportunity to com-
ment. If we don’t get a Farm Bill and we have to have some type 
of short-term extension, can you talk about the ramifications on 
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your agencies and its budget and also on the farmers and ranchers 
that are affected? 

Mr. SCUSE. Congressman, I had the opportunity last week to tes-
tify before the Senate Ag Committee and I will respond in a similar 
manner. It is important that we have a Farm Bill, that we have 
a Farm Bill this year. Our farmers and ranchers with the cost of 
production today, which has almost doubled in the last 5 years, in 
some cases it has more than doubled, they need to be able to plan 
for next year. Farming is a high cost, high risk business, so they 
need to know what they are going into. 

We would like to see a Farm Bill that is easy to implement. 
There were some implementation problems with the last Farm Bill 
with the complexity of some of the programs. We would like to see 
a Farm Bill that is fair across the United States and across com-
modities and various types of livestock. This Farm Bill went a long 
way to help protect our livestock producers. That is the first time 
that has been done. We would also like to see a Farm Bill that is 
defensible—defensible to our taxpayers and to our consumers. 

We need to be responsible. So those are the three things, but we 
really would like to see a Farm Bill just for the sake of our farmers 
and ranchers to know what they are going to be getting into next 
year so that they can make plans accordingly. It is very difficult 
for them to make any sort of plans and the financial commitments 
that have to be made if we don’t know where we are headed. 

TRANSITION INCENTIVE PAYMENT—TIP

Mr. NUNNELEE. Final question, at least for this round, Ms. Lum-
mis raised the question about the TIP program. I am still learning 
all of this, let me tell you what I understand about TIP and you 
just tell me if my understanding is correct. If an existing farmer 
has land in the CRP and they want to transition to a successive 
farmer that will pay 2 years of CRP payments. As a condition you 
take that land out of the CRP program and move it to some other 
type of farming operation. Is that a general understanding; is that 
correct?

Mr. NELSON. Yes, Congressman. Just add a couple of things: that 
we are looking for beginning farmers, socially disadvantaged farm-
ers, who agree to the production using sustainable farming tech-
niques, but your overall understanding is accurate. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. Is the primary purpose to get the acreage out of 
CRP, or is the primary purpose to help transition the farm to the 
beginning farmer. 

Mr. NELSON. Congressman, I am not going to guess what the in-
tent of Congress was, but I look at the word ‘‘transition,’’ and I 
think that pretty much speaks for itself. From that word I take it 
to mean that the principal purpose of it is to help facilitate getting 
agriculture into the hands of the next generation of beginning 
farmers.

Mr. NUNNELEE. Most of the farms that I am aware of in Mis-
sissippi are moving from one generation to the next, and so it is 
an ongoing concern just transitioning to the next generation. And 
I am just surprised that we have to have incentives to make that 
happen.

Mr. KINGSTON. Ms. Kaptur. 
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FSA OFFICE CLOSURES IN OHIO

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much. 
I am wondering if any of—the Farm Service Agency, Mr. Nelson, 

if you have a list of the proposed closures and if there are any in 
Ohio.

Mr. NELSON. Congresswoman, yes, I do; if you would bear with 
me, I do. There are several in Ohio. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I would appreciate a list of those. 
Mr. NELSON. I would be happy to provide that. 
[The information follows:] 
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Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. 
And the criteria used to select them would be of interest. 

FARM LOANS AND URBAN AGRICULTURE OUTREACH

I also wanted to ask Under Secretary Scuse, the farm loan pro-
grams based in your testimony, you talk about providing direct 
loans, loan guarantees to farm families who would otherwise be un-
able to obtain credit, and you have a focus on beginning, limited 
resource, and socially disadvantaged farmers in these programs. 

I am wondering whether to your knowledge USDA has ever been 
involved in convening those who are trying to produce food that one 
could definitely describe as socially disadvantaged. And I am think-
ing recently to an event I attended in the city of Philadelphia 
where two walls of this room were actually filled with lettuce, ways 
of growing lettuce in food-short communities. In Milwaukee there 
is an organization called Growing Power. In Cleveland, Ohio, the 
Cleveland Foundation just announced a major new greenhouse pro-
duction facility to produce 7 million heads of lettuce in the city. 
And in the heart of Chicago, roofs are being used for production. 

To your knowledge, has USDA ever brought together some of 
these new producers and local food producers to share technology, 
to share experience? As I find myself going around the country and 
look at these new production platforms, for instance, new types of 
drip irrigation systems might exist in one place, but the people in 
the other place don’t know about it. If you are producing tilapia in 
Cleveland, Ohio, the people in Cincinnati don’t necessarily know 
about it. 

Who in your organization thinks about bringing together some of 
these producers, looking at the programs that you have, sharing 
the experience, and then rotating it out to a larger audience? 

Mr. SCUSE. Several different questions. To the loans, yes, we 
have had meetings in the past with socially disadvantaged individ-
uals on our programs, all of our USDA programs, and a way to 
make them available to those individuals. Our credit program is 
extremely important today, again because of the high cost of pro-
duction agriculture, and many of our traditional lending institu-
tions today are reluctant to lend money to those that are less than, 
you know, five-star rating. So it is important that we continue to 
have these programs available to those approximately 30,000 indi-
viduals who cannot obtain credit other places. 

As far as the urban aspect to agriculture, the Department start-
ed several years ago Know Your Farmer, Know Your Food. This is 
a way to help urban citizens get involved in agriculture through 
various means, as well as providing additional food assistance to 
some of the food banks with the products that they grow in some 
of our community garden projects. 

And as far as who does the outreach for these programs, my ex-
perience has been cooperative extension has done a very good job 
of providing outreach to those individuals or groups that would like 
to get involved either growing products within an urban area or 
looking at new types of products to grow. Cooperative extension 
has done again, in my opinion, an outstanding job in reaching out 
and helping these individuals in many communities throughout the 
United States. 
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Ms. KAPTUR. If you had to pick a lead person at USDA that you 
think knows the most about this, who would you pick? 

Mr. SCUSE. I would have to say Deputy Secretary Merrigan. She 
has been the champion for Know Your Farmer, Know Your Food 
and getting agriculture into our urban areas, and has worked very 
hard the last 3 years. So she, in my opinion, has done an out-
standing job with the Know Your Farmer, Know Your Food initia-
tive.

Ms. KAPTUR. In your summary you referenced the crop extension. 
That would infer the use of land grants, land-grant institutions, 
and they don’t necessarily do the research, they do not do the tech-
nology. They certainly don’t do the loans. 

Mr. SCUSE. No, but the cooperative extension does the outreach 
to the growers, to the different groups, to the individuals that are 
interested in doing projects. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Mrs. Lummis. 
Mrs. LUMMIS. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Graves has come in. I would 

defer to him. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Well, Mr. Graves and Mr. Bishop came in on the 

beginning of the second round, and so the next person is Mr. 
Bishop and then Mr. Graves. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Okay. Thank you very much. I just broke my Dol-
lar Store reading glasses, so please indulge my holding onto them 
here.

CROP REPORTING

There are, I think, four USDA subagencies, I will call them, that 
gather statistics: RMA, FSA, NRCS, and National Ag Statistics 
Service. And to their credit, they have simplified and standardized 
the acreage reporting system across those programs from 70 to 15, 
which is terrific. 

Now, we talked to some folks from FSA, and what we know is 
that RMA and FSA collect similar data on production acreage, and 
then it is used by insurance agents for crop insurance and so forth. 
According to a report that we referred to, 98 percent of FSA offices 
interviewed reported sharing their acreage reports with insurance 
agents, and their data is often just rekeyed into an insurance 
agent’s database. 

My question is this: Can RMA and FSA combine their reporting 
into one survey? What is the need for four different reporting agen-
cies?

Mr. SCUSE. That is part of the reason why we are doing the Acre-
age Crop Reporting and Streamlining Initiative so that we only 
have the one report between FSA and RMA; because we agree, it 
doesn’t make sense. So we are headed down that road so that our 
farmers and ranchers only need to do one report, and that informa-
tion can be shared between those agencies. 

So there is a difference in some of the surveys that are done with 
NASS and the information that they are collecting, so it is not nec-
essarily duplicative information, but there is additional information 
that NASS is also collecting that is important for RMA to look at; 
yield data and pricing as well. So it is not necessarily duplicative, 
but——
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Mrs. LUMMIS. But they could be combined? 
Mr. SCUSE. I don’t know that they can actually be combined. 

NASS does a very important job of looking at the various types of 
crops grown, giving us early in the year an estimate of how many 
acres of different crops are going to be grown and all different com-
modities that we don’t currently handle through the Risk Manage-
ment Agency or the Foreign Agricultural Service. 

So there is a need for the work that NASS does as well as the 
work that RMA and FSA does. But again, we are looking at ways 
so that we don’t do duplicative reporting, and we are helping our 
farmers and ranchers and, at the end of the day, save money. 

PROGRAM STREAMLINING

Mrs. LUMMIS. Do you know how much it would save and what 
your timeline is for collapsing, hopefully, some of these programs? 
This is something that I think is long overdue, especially in a time 
of tight budgets. 

Mr. SCUSE. Right now I don’t think that we have done a cost 
analysis or benefit analysis on what the savings will be. Just the 
savings to our farmers and ranchers who don’t have to run from 
one office to another has got to be fairly impressive in itself. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Amen. 
Mr. SCUSE. So, no, but there are other things that we are doing; 

as an example, the disaster declaration process. Right now it takes 
us about 89 days for a secretarial declaration to be declared. We 
are in the process of streamlining that as well. The rule has gone 
out, and we are waiting for a final. That will take that down from 
89 to 25 or fewer days, which will allow us to provide assistance 
to those farmers and ranchers in declared disaster areas to receive 
that assistance even sooner. There is a savings there. 

EMERGENCY FARM LOANS

Mrs. LUMMIS. I would like with my little bit of time left to transi-
tion into the subject you just raised, and that is emergency disaster 
loans. I see that you are using regular budget authority. How do 
you see that regular budget authority would assist in your timely 
administration of emergency disaster loans? 

Mr. NELSON. The President’s 2013 budget request does include a 
request for $35 million for emergency loan authority. So there has 
not been, as I understand it, an appropriation for some time. But 
with the substantial number of counties that were designated 
around the country last year, something over 2,200, we know that 
there is demand out there. And so we believe that $35 million 
should be sufficient for the program. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Bishop. 
Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. 
Let me welcome all of you. I apologize for my delinquency. 

WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION COTTON ISSUES

I would like to start off in my first round with Ms. Heinen re-
garding Brazil and cotton. Can you give us an update on where we 
are with respect to the WTO Brazilian cotton issue, and tell us 
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whether there are any similar cases on the horizon, particularly in 
developing countries like Mali? 

Mr. SCUSE. If you don’t mind, Congressman, I will take that. I 
was in Brazil in February. We are required with the cotton frame-
work that was signed to meet with Brazil on a quarterly basis, and 
I participated in the February meeting. We have another meeting 
coming up in April. 

We are keeping the Brazilians informed of the progress on the 
Farm Bill. In fact, some of them were in town last week and met 
with several of the committees regarding the WTO case. But, you 
know, the agreement is in force until the next farm bill is, in fact, 
passed and signed. But they are working—or they are providing 
input to the committees about their concerns about some of the 
current proposals that have been put on the table. 

Mr. BISHOP. Okay. As you, I am sure, know, the cotton industry 
is very supportive of newly proposed Stacked Income Protection 
Plan, or STAX for short, which is designed to provide a fiscally re-
sponsible and effective income safety net for Upton County—Upton 
cotton producers. It is my understanding, however, that the pro-
gram will also address positions which were raised by Brazil in the 
WTO case. 

Are you familiar with STAX? Do you agree that it will address 
future WTO issues with respect to cotton? 

Mr. SCUSE. We have been working, Congressman, with the com-
mittee membership on the NCC, or National Cotton Council’s, pro-
posal. Again, the members of the Brazilian delegation met with the 
committees last week and expressed some concerns. But we have 
reached out to the committees and told them that we will provide 
them any assistance that they need in comments going forward to 
help find a resolution to the WTO case. 

CROP INSURANCE

Mr. BISHOP. Okay. I am going to switch gears a second. I have 
got a little time left. Many of the crop insurance programs have 
been idle this year as record commodity prices have boosted farm 
income to the highest level in decades. There are a few proposals 
floating around which in essence would replace the direct payment 
program with what would essentially be a crop loss insurance pro-
gram, and the administration proposes to expand the use of crop 
insurance as well as an indirect replacement for the direct pay-
ments.

Many of our smaller farmers either don’t participate in the crop 
insurance program—particularly minority farmers and many of the 
others who do barely break even—due to the cost of the crop insur-
ance. How can we make crop insurance a more cost-effective ben-
efit, particularly to smaller farmers? 

Mr. MURPHY. I think a lot of the programs do work for the small-
er farmers. We have a program out there right now, Adjusted 
Gross Revenue, and another one, Adjusted Gross Revenue-Lite, two 
different programs. They work off the schedule. That becomes an 
issue at times. A lot of small growers are informed by their ac-
countants to treat this as a hobby rather than a revenue enter-
prise. That causes problems, and they don’t do a schedule out. 
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So we have done some outreach with them on that. We have 
worked with some groups on perhaps a new model of insurance. So 
we have been doing that. 

But, I think overall the crop insurance program was extremely 
active this year. We currently have about $10.4 billion paid out in 
indemnities, which is a record overall. We haven’t seen the revenue 
portions of the program kick in, but certainly on the yield protec-
tions.

Mr. BISHOP. Yeah, but the smaller farmers are having some 
problems because they complain they can’t afford it. 

STACKED INCOME PROTECTION PLAN—STAX

Let me jump back before my time runs out. Going back to the 
STAX program in Brazil, did the Brazilians have problems with the 
STAX program? Are they familiar with it? Was it something that 
they would find acceptable and not challenge again with a WTO 
complaint?

Mr. SCUSE. I was not privy to the conversations that they had 
with the two committees. I know that they did voice some concern 
about some of the proposals, but, again, I was not part of those dis-
cussion at that particular time. And they will be coming back into 
town in April where we will have further discussions and work to 
find a resolution to the case. 

Mr. BISHOP. Okay. Will you raise that issue with them? 
Mr. SCUSE. Yes. 
Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Graves. 
Mr. GRAVES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Under Secretary, thank you for being here. 

FSA ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

Back to the FSA for a second. Can you explain just the struc-
ture? I mean, I guess there is a regional, a State, county. How is 
it structured across the United States? We hear so much about 
local offices being closed, but what is the rest of the structure? 

Mr. SCUSE. Let me start, and then Bruce can finish up. I will 
start at the bottom and work my way up. You start at a county of-
fice, and you have a staff there. And you also have a county com-
mittee that is elected by their fellow farmers or ranchers to serve 
on the committee and go through some of the issues that they face 
on a regular basis at the county level. From the county level then 
we have a State office with a staff. 

Mr. GRAVES. In every State? 
Mr. SCUSE. In every State a State executive director, SED, that 

manages the office as well as everything else that goes down into 
the State. And from there you come up into the Washington level 
where we have the Deputy Administrators as well as the Adminis-
trator, Deputy Under Secretaries and the Secretary or the Under 
Secretary.

Mr. GRAVES. So from the State level to D.C., there is no regional 
aspects to it? 

Mr. SCUSE. No, there is not a regional. It goes from the State di-
rectly to Washington. 



413

Mr. GRAVES. So what are the offices in, say, Kansas City or Salt 
Lake, I guess I had down? 

Mr. SCUSE. Well, we have a regional office in Kansas City that 
deals with IT. It also deals with our Risk Management Agency 
where we have staff out there for the Risk Management Agency as 
well as some other staffing. And again, in some of the other offices 
in the United States, some of the other agencies will have staff for 
different functions. 

FSA STAFF REDUCTIONS

Mr. GRAVES. And lastly on this subject, so we hear so much 
about closing local offices. Has there been any discussion about 
consolidation of the upper tier or elimination of staff or whatever 
on the upper tier and the bureaucracy side of it as opposed to the 
boots so close to home? 

Mr. NELSON. Well, I appreciate that question because I think it 
is important to point out that when we have done the staff reduc-
tion within FSA, that they have been across the board. So the 
headquarters offices have been affected as the field has. And one 
of the other things that we did when we reduced the staff ceilings 
last year is that we had reduced the number of temporary positions 
in the field when we got the 2011 fiscal year appropriation last 
year. And so when we reduced the overall staff ceilings, we gave 
credit to the field for those temporary staff reductions, which 
meant that when it came to the reduction of permanent full-time 
positions, the field took less of the hit than the headquarters level 
did.

Mr. GRAVES. So it is fair to say that it is not disproportionate in 
the field compared to the upper tier, the top tier? 

Mr. NELSON. Correct. 
Mr. GRAVES. Salary-based and all. 

PAYMENT ERROR RATES

And then last, if I could, Mr. Chairman, could you share with us 
for the record what the payment error rate is as a percentage of 
dollars and the percentage for the FSA? 

Mr. NELSON. We would be happy to provide the percentages to 
you, but I can tell you that in 2011, there were seven programs 
identified as susceptible to improper payments, and at the end of 
the year when they were evaluated, all seven of those programs 
met the requirements of the Improper Payments Elimination and 
Recovery—IPERA—Act. We are working hard on compliance. 

Mr. GRAVES. If you could give us for the record what that per-
centage of payment error rate and dollars, FSA and CCC. 

Mr. NELSON. We will be happy to provide that. 
[The information follows:] 



414



415



416

NONINSURED CROP DISASTER ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

Mr. GRAVES. And then quickly, if you could explain the reasons 
that the noninsured assistance program error rate is so much high-
er, disproportionately higher, I guess, over the last cycle, over the 
last year. 

Mr. NELSON. Congressman, I can only speculate on that. It is an 
insurance-type program that is administered by FSA, and I think 
it is one that we may do a better job in places of the country where 
we are more active than the others. But it is one that is an impor-
tant program because under the 2008 Farm Bill, it was a gate to 
the five disaster programs that were authorized in that legislation. 
And so it is one that we are working hard on the compliance as-
pects of. 

[The information follows:] 



417



418

Mr. GRAVES. Thank you. 
Well, we will look for the on-the-record stuff if you would get it 

to us. Thank you. 

FSA OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS

Mr. KINGSTON. The gentleman’s time has expired. 
In terms of those error rates, the IG made certain recommenda-

tions. And have you complied with all of the recommendations? 
Mr. NELSON. Yes, we are working on it. 
Mr. SCUSE. I believe that we have complied. I think my under-

standing is that we have been able to comply with all but, I be-
lieve, one of those recommendations so far. But we will provide you 
that information. But I believe that we have complied with the rec-
ommendations from the IG, with one exception. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Now, actually I had that there were four areas: 
That USDA did not always report estimates for high-risk programs; 
USDA did not report complete information about programmatic 
corrective actions; USDA did not meet annual production targets; 
and USDA did not report error rates below specific thresholds. So, 
and that would just—— 

Mr. SCUSE. We will get you a response for that. But again, I be-
lieve that we have had resolution, but we will provide the com-
mittee with the information. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. KINGSTON. It is not in terms of some of the other programs 
within USDA or outside of USDA, it is not that the dollars aren’t 
the highest. But it is still something that we are trying to find com-
mon ground for everybody, and the error rate is something 
that——

Mr. SCUSE. Exactly. 
Mr. KINGSTON. And then one of the things the IG report says, 

that USDA did not fully develop internal controls over improper 
payment reporting, and improper payment estimates can be under-
stated, and USDA may have provided inaccurate information to 
Congress about the progress. 

So I guess that is one of the questions that we have in terms of 
the GAO report and the IG report, how much compliance in this 
and what you are doing about it. And that is why it is important. 

TRANS-PACIFIC PARTNERSHIP—TPP

Let me ask you another question in terms of the Trans-Pacific 
Partnership negotiation. As I understand, that would be our fifth 
largest trading bloc; is that correct? 

Mr. SCUSE. It would be large. There are nine countries involved 
in the TPP currently. 

Mr. KINGSTON. And how are those negotiations going? And is the 
U.S.A. driving it? Are we just kind of partners? What is our role 
specifically getting this thing going? 

Mr. SCUSE. I think we have to view it as a partnership eventu-
ally if we are going to actually accomplish the goals and objectives 
of the TPP and open up trade and have additional trade between 
the countries that make up the TPP. So it is a partnership. It is 
ongoing. I don’t know, you know, when we will eventually have an 
outcome. It will be a process that I am sure will take some time 
because of the countries that are involved in the TPP. 

Mr. KINGSTON. In terms of the Colombia and the South Korean 
and the Panamanian trade agreements, those were left over by the 
previous administration. Would the TPP be something that this ad-
ministration is somewhat claiming as their own and championing, 
or is that also a leftover, ongoing? 

Mr. SCUSE. Well, I think that, you know, we are looking at all 
the trade opportunities that we can have in areas of the world. And 
if you look at the countries that make up the TPP, some of those 
have the fastest-growing economies. So we continue to look for 
trade opportunities wherever they may be. And again, I don’t 
know—you know—how soon we can get an agreement and get a 
resolution, but we continue to look for new opportunities around 
the world for trade. 

Mr. KINGSTON. The TPP would be the next one, though, right? 
Potentially, the next FTA to come to Congress? 

Mr. SCUSE. Potentially it would be the next agreement to come 
to Congress. 

Mr. KINGSTON. And what is behind that? Not anything specific? 
Mr. SCUSE. Not that I am aware of. 
Ms. HEINEN. We are also talking with the European Union, prob-

ably on not an FTA, but some type of trade arrangement, but it is 
not sure at this point. 
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GAO REPORT ON MCGOVERN-DOLE PROGRAM

Mr. KINGSTON. Okay. Let me ask you this while you have the 
microphone. In terms of the GAO report on McGovern-Dole, GAO 
expressed concerns with the oversight. They said that the require-
ments for implementing partners do not ensure consistent report-
ing and lack performance indicators directly measuring educational 
process, such as learning and, in some cases, nutrition. What have 
you done to address those criticisms? 

Ms. HEINEN. We very much appreciate the report of the GAO on 
the McGovern-Dole. We have looked at all of their recommenda-
tions, and we have made some significant changes over the course 
of the last year in having a results-oriented management of that 
program. We have met with all of the potential partners who im-
plement the program, and we are looking carefully at what they 
are trying to accomplish. We have asked them to use their common 
set of indicators so we can compare the programs that are imple-
mented across the field. We are focusing, of course, on some key 
high issues of increased literacy and improved nutrition, but also 
a number of other indicators that might be in the field, as well as 
working with some of the host governments to make sure that they 
become more involved in the program and eventually would take 
over some ownership of those programs. 

Mr. KINGSTON. You know, success stories and metrics would be 
very helpful in terms of Congress, because at just about every town 
meeting that I have, somebody says, why don’t you cut foreign aid? 
And they look at the U.N. voting consistency and they say, ‘‘Why 
are we giving money to countries that vote against us?’’ And that 
basket of indicator votes really isn’t an accurate picture of our rela-
tionship with the country, but if that is all our constituents have 
to say, ‘‘Why are you giving money to X country when they vote 
with us 15 percent of the time in the U.N.’’; therefore, if you can 
show us that, yes, that is true, but that is not the only story, and 
look at the educational benefits or the trade potential or whatever 
and going back to the original idea behind foreign aid, that would 
be very helpful to us. 

Ms. HEINEN. We will try to get you some more good examples. 
We have many. 

[The information follows:] 



426



427



428



429



430



431



432



433



434



435



436

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you. 
Mr. Farr. 
Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, I would like to yield to Ms. DeLauro. 
Ms. DELAURO. I want to thank my colleague Mr. Farr. Thank 

you for yielding time. 
And my apologies to the panel. Two hearings at one time, and 

I serve as ranking on Labor-H, and I have the NIH there. So thank 
you very much, and thank you again for giving the time. 

CHINESE POULTRY EQUIVALENCE

Under Secretary, I spoke a bit about this issue during the sub-
committee’s hearing with Dr. Hagen and FSIS. Can you tell me 
what role is the Foreign Agricultural Service playing in the equiva-
lency issue related to China? Will you be discussing this at your 
upcoming trade mission to China? I see that your program area is 
mentioned multiple times in the agency’s most recent report on this 
issue, personally something I find not only troubling, but a bit con-
fusing, given your clear emphasis on American exports, which 
seems to have no role in the determination of a country’s equiva-
lency.

Is there any feeling or belief that the issue of opening our market 
to poultry process or slaughter in China is connected to opening the 
Chinese market to American beef products? What happens if we 
declare China equivalent, and their market is still closed to our 
beef? What will we give them next? 

I feel like I am watching Charlie Brown where Lucy has a foot-
ball and pulls it away from Charlie Brown just before he kicks it. 
We seem to have a constantly moving target here. So if you could 
address those issues: Your role in equivalency, and will you be dis-
cussing this at your trade mission, and the issue of opening up our 
markets to processed and slaughtered chicken from China. 

Mr. SCUSE. Thank you, Congresswoman. 
As far as our role for equivalency, that is clearly the roll of FSIS. 

We all at USDA take food safety and health and safety of our con-
sumers with the utmost importance. So as far as the equivalency, 
that is FSIS’ purview and not the Foreign Agricultural Service’s or 
mine.

Ms. DELAURO. Is FSIS on the mission with you? 
Mr. SCUSE. No, they are not. 
Ms. DELAURO. Why is that? 
Mr. SCUSE. There have been technical discussions with FSIS 

staff in China in the past, and we believe that Administrator 
Almanza will be going to China in the next few weeks. 

Ms. DELAURO. To do what? 
Mr. SCUSE. To review the information, as well as probably do 

plant inspections, and to look at where they are as far as the 
equivalency issue is right now. 

Ms. DELAURO. Let me ask you this question. How many plants 
are there in China that we are dealing with here in terms of this 
equivalency issue? 

Mr. SCUSE. I can’t answer that question because, again, it is the 
Food Safety and Inspection Service. 

Ms. DELAURO. They couldn’t answer the question either. 
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Let me ask you then what percentage or what number of plants 
are going to be inspected? 

Mr. SCUSE. Again, I can’t answer that question because it is 
FSIS’ purview, and I have not seen a list. 

Ms. DELAURO. So that terms of this mission that you are under-
taking, they are not part of it? They couldn’t answer the question 
about how many plants as well. And we all know that the plants— 
that it is not just the plants that are inspected. And we have seen 
unbelievable results from the plants that have been inspected. 
Those would have shut down plants in the United States, and that 
is it not my view, but the witnesses’ who were here. 

But there is no answer to number of plants, number of plants to 
be inspected, and they are not on this mission in terms of—I don’t 
know what the nature of the negotiations are going to be here or 
what will come forward, but FSIS, who has the responsibility for 
the determination, is not part of this mission with the opportunity 
to do what needs to get done to see whether or not we would move 
to equivalency or not. It is troubling, very, very troubling to me as 
to where we are going on this issue. What happens if we declare 
China equivalent, and their market is still closed to our beef? 

Mr. SCUSE. Well, again, those are discussions that we will be 
having with the United States Trade Representative’s office as well 
as the Chinese. 

TRADE MISSION

There are many issues, trade issues, that we have right now, 
many American agricultural products that we would like to get into 
China. So this trade mission is not just about equivalency and 
poultry. We are taking 39 U.S. companies with us, hopefully, to 
open markets for those 39 companies. There are 30 companies 
going with us to the food show at Shanghai hopefully to do busi-
ness there with the Chinese in that area. And then Ambassador 
Siddiqui and Department Under Secretary Vetter and I will be 
going to meet with the Chinese Government on other trade-related 
issues as well. It is not just about poultry. 

Ms. DELAURO. I understand the trade, but I want to know what 
the level of discussion is around food safety in those trade negotia-
tions with 30, 39 companies, and whether or not the issue of food 
safety is of the uppermost importance when we are dealing with 
our trade missions. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you. And will you be around for another 

round?
Ms. DELAURO. I don’t know, because I have to find out what is 

going on over there. 
Mr. KINGSTON. If you don’t need to leave, we will ask unanimous 

consent to give you another 3 minutes if you need to. Just figure 
it out and let us know. 

Ms. DELAURO. I will just take another minute if I can. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Are there any objections? 
Mr. BISHOP. No objections. 
Ms. DELAURO. Thank you, my colleagues. You are very kind to 

me.
Mr. BISHOP. Wouldn’t dare. 
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Ms. DELAURO. I love you, Sanford. 
Mr. SCUSE. Sitting too close. 

TRADE AGREEMENTS AND FOOD SAFETY

Ms. DELAURO. Again, I am very, very interested. We have trade 
agreements that have already been signed into law. And I will be 
quite frank with you, I believe that the food safety issues are pretty 
far down the list when we are dealing with what is the nature of 
our trade agreements. 

Now, you don’t deal with seafood, but the fact of the matter is 
with TPP coming up, we are going to look at what is coming from 
Asia, from Malaysia, from Vietnam, from China, et cetera, where 
we have a record, long record, of contaminated product coming into 
the United States. I will just be clear about seafood. Shrimp is 
farmed in China. Think about what they are swimming in, and 
that is going to be an open door and coming to the United States. 

FSIS ought to be an integral part of what we are doing when we 
are looking at whether or not there is going to be equivalency, 
which we know opens the floodgates. It is not just the plants that 
are inspected. It then becomes every plant, and neither agency 
knows how many plants there are or how many plants are going 
to be inspected. I think that speaks volumes as to our emphasis 
and our priority about the food safety in the United States, and I 
would hope you take that under advisement. 

I am going to continue to beat this drum, Mr. Secretary, because 
once we change after their treaties are signed, we can’t go to 
change them around, because it goes to the WTO for adjudication, 
and then we are looking as if we are protectionists. I am a protec-
tionist as far as the public health of the people of this country and 
what comes into the United States. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you. 
Mr. Nunnelee. Actually it was Ms. Kaptur’s turn. Ms. Kaptur, if 

you want to go. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. 
I was just interested in the foreign agricultural arena. Before I 

say that, let me just say that in the budget summary and annual 
performance, the initial pages talk about the great success of agri-
culture and the tremendous surplus of exports, our exports over 
imports, and the number of jobs now being created in rural Amer-
ica. Those are all really wonderful accomplishments. I wish we 
could say that for every department of the government. I wish the 
Department of Commerce could show us good trade figures for 
manufacturing and other sectors where those markets remain 
closed.

I wish we could use the power of agriculture to open up some of 
these markets in places like China, where a Cherokee Jeep costs 
$85,000 in the Chinese market and less than half that here. So one 
really looks at what closed markets do to jobs in this country. 

FOOD FOR PROGRESS PORTS

But I wanted to ask a question relating to the shipment of Food 
for Progress commodities and other products that may be being 
moved from the United States abroad. Where the Department has 
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any discretion, do you attempt to ensure that all coasts, including 
the Saint Lawrence Seaway, are included for bids in those ship-
ments?

Ms. HEINEN. All bids are definitely considered in those ship-
ments.

Ms. KAPTUR. Could you provide the committee over the last, oh, 
3 years the ports from which commodities left so we could see 
whether any actually made their way through the Saint Lawrence 
Seaway? That would be very interesting to look at. 

[The information from USDA follows:] 
Free Alongside carriers can submit offers to sail out of the Saint Lawrence Sea-

way, but we have not received any such offers over the last three years. Commod-
ities for all international food aid programs, including Food for Progress (FFP), have 
sailed out of U.S. Gulf Coast, East Coast or West Coast ports. 

U.S. ASSISTANCE IN UKRAINE AGRICULTURE

Ms. KAPTUR. The other question I had of Foreign Agricultural 
Service was in the nation of Ukraine in particular, is the Depart-
ment involved in any way in the very difficult process of trans-
formation from large holdings to small-holder agriculture there? Do 
we have any presence at all at this point? 

Mr. SCUSE. That question just came at a great time. I just met 
with the Minister of Agriculture from the Ukraine on—what day 
was it? Friday morning. And we had a very long discussion, and 
that was—a request was, you know, could we help provide some in-
formation, because their agriculture is very fragmented like in 
other areas, other countries in that part of the world. So there 
were, you know, some questions asked, and it was a very good 
meeting, and we agreed to provide some assistance for them or 
some information for them on that. 

There was a great deal of interest on biofuels, alternative energy, 
because that is a country that is 100 percent dependent on foreign 
oil. So we are looking into ways to help the Minister, but it was 
a very good meeting. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary, and that em-
phasis is—there could be no more important emphasis, in my opin-
ion, in that country than energy independence, and anything we 
can do there, you certainly have this Member’s interest and sup-
port.

Also, I would just like to point out to whatever extent you can 
be an influence, women feed that country. Almost 70 percent or 
more of the production there is done by women in small villages 
who get no attention and—by that government. And I don’t know 
what our country can actually do in that regard, but I think addi-
tional exchange programs, working with organizations here in 
Washington such as the U.S.-Ukraine Foundation, and there are 
other groups that are attempting to make a difference there. But 
I think if you could just see the role of women and small holders 
and help with fresh fruits and vegetables—we should send Sam 
Farr over there on a mission—but to help them upgrade their abil-
ity to grade and separate, to dry, to package. 

They really have organic agriculture; it is just not at Western 
standards. But they have a gold mine there for the world, and I 
would just encourage you to see the women because it has been— 
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I have tried in Ukraine now since I was first elected to Congress, 
and we became able to do more in the 1990s, but just work finding 
ways to link to the women producers is a real stretch. So I would 
urge your consideration there, and anything we can do to help, 
please let us know. Thank you. 

Mr. SCUSE. The Minister did ask if there would be interest in 
signing a cooperative agreement between the two Departments of 
Agriculture. So we asked the Minister to send us something to take 
a look at. But again, it was a very good meeting, and I enjoyed the 
Minister’s company. It was very good. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Nunnelee. 

SAFETY NET FOR FARMERS

Mr. NUNNELEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Nelson, you talked about how if we would eliminate direct 

payments, we could save about $31 billion over 10 years. With all 
the problems that direct payments may cause, they do give some 
assurance to lenders. And so I guess my first question would be if 
the authorizing committee does make the decision to eliminate di-
rect payments, do you have any thoughts as to what is the pre-
ferred method of risk management and giving lenders assurance? 

Mr. NELSON. Congressman, crop insurance is part of it, and the 
partnership that the Under Secretary and my colleague Mr. Mur-
phy had talked about between our two agencies with that program, 
and common acreage reporting, is a way to achieve some efficiency 
there.

But as part of the President’s 2013 budget proposal, in addition 
to proposing the elimination of the direct payments, it also pro-
poses the extension of the five disaster programs that were in-
cluded in the 2008 Farm Bill, the authorization for which expired 
last September 30th. And so those programs extended protection 
for the first time to the livestock industry on a permanent basis 
through the Livestock Forage Program, and the Livestock Indem-
nity Program, and the Livestock Incentive Program, as well as the 
Tree Assistance Program for our orchard folks, and then the SURE 
Program.

So again, we believe the safety net is crop insurance and the ex-
tension of those programs or similar programs of a similar cost that 
we would look forward to working with you and the authorizing 
committee on. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. And I hear from agriculture lenders about re-
strictions that have been placed on them by their regulators and 
their inability to make loans that they feel are good and reasonable 
loans. I hear from farmers and ranchers about their inability to ac-
cess credit through the commercial market. And so I have to ask 
if we do eliminate direct payments, do you foresee FSA coming to 
this committee to ask for additional money for loan programs? 

Mr. SCUSE. You know, it is really hard to answer that question 
because we don’t know what the future is going to bring for agri-
culture. I think we all have seen the last 25 or 30 years where 
there has been a tremendous downturn in pricing, which then in-
creases the need for financing for our producers. And again, be-
cause of the current cost of production, if we saw a substantial de-
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crease in pricing today, it would put not all of—not all, but many 
of our producers in need of credit that they may not be able to ob-
tain from a traditional lending institution. So that question is very 
difficult to answer. 

But again, we want a program, a farm bill that is going to be 
safe and provide farmers and ranchers with a good safety net. 

Mr. NUNNELEE. As difficult as it is for you to answer, it is dif-
ficult for us as we grapple with those tough decisions. We have got 
to deal with serious budget problems in this Nation, but we also 
have got to make sure that we have a sustainable food supply. 

Mr. SCUSE. And that is the issue. We have to make certain that 
we have a sustainable food supply. We have the safest and most 
abundant, cost-effective food supply to be found anywhere in the 
world, and we want to make sure that we continue that. We have 
the best farmers and ranchers to be found anywhere in the world. 

But again, we are at a point now in our budget and with our def-
icit where we have got to be able to defend the decisions that are 
made to our taxpayers. So when you look at the savings from direct 
payments and, you know, currently the questions are why are we 
paying farmers these direct payments when we have commodity 
prices at such a high level? So, again, it is very difficult to go out 
and defend some of these programs to the taxpayers, but we under-
stand your concern about if we eliminate that, what is the next 
step?

Mr. NUNNELEE. The answer may be outside of your jurisdiction. 
It may be to let the commercial lenders make the loans they would 
like to make in the first place. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Bishop. 

SOCIALLY DISADVANTAGED FARMERS

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. 
Let me shift. A portion of the risk and guaranteed farm oper-

ating and ownership loan funds is targeted to socially disadvan-
taged borrowers based on county-level demographic data. Although 
targets vary by the loan program and the county, on average about 
14 percent of the loan funds are targeted to socially disadvantaged 
borrowers. And a key performance measure for the farm credit pro-
grams is the percentage of beginning farmers, racial and ethnic mi-
nority farmers and women farmers that are financed by FSA. 

Can you tell us what the percentage of loan funds and the dollar 
amount that were actually targeted and received by socially and 
disadvantaged farmers last year? If you have it available, can you 
also provide specific data for the States of Georgia, California, Con-
necticut, Wyoming, Washington, and Mississippi? And if you don’t 
have it be available, if you could submit it for the record, I would 
appreciate that. 

Mr. NELSON. Congressman, we would be happy to submit that 
State-Specific data for the record. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. NELSON. For the program as a whole, as you indicated, our 
target for the socially disadvantaged producers is 14 percent. And 
in fiscal year 2011, we actually made 18 percent of our loans to 
SDA producers. 

And on beginning farmers, about 63 percent, or $1 billion-plus, 
of our direct loans were made to beginning farmers in 2011, and 
about $735 million of guaranteed funds were made to beginning 
farmers in 2011. 

IMPACT OF PROGRAM REDUCTIONS

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you. 
As you know, FSA supports delivery of farm credit, disaster as-

sistance, commodity programs as well as the conservation pro-
grams. In a sense, FSA has really become a lifeline for small farm-
ers in so many ways, particularly in terms of operating conserva-
tion, ownership loans. Last year all of us wanted to know what 
would be the impact of the program reductions which were imposed 
on the Department for fiscal year 2011 and fiscal year 2012. Now 
that we are here a year later, can you tell us exactly what the im-
pact has been of those actions that were taken by Congress last 
year on your current activity? 

Mr. NELSON. Well, we have done everything we can within the 
budget constraints to continue to try to deliver good service to the 
producers out there, because that is a priority regardless of what 
our budget is. We did take steps to work with USDA to develop a 
2-year budget plan not only to stay within our 2012 budget, but to 
be sustainable into 2013. Included in that was continued invest-
ment in the MIDAS Project because it is absolutely critical with 
fewer employees out there that we provide our employees with 21st 
century computer tools and provide our producers with better di-
rect access to programs through the Internet. 

In addition to that, we cut back our overhead expenses over 30 
percent, we reduced the number of temporary employees substan-
tially, and reduced our personnel ceilings 12.5 percent. And as you 
know, we proposed the closure of 131 offices not as a first step, but 
as a last step. We only did that after we had taken all the other 
steps, and because we are simply having trouble staffing all of our 
offices now with the reduced staffing levels. 

So what we are trying to do is get our employees and offices that 
have more staff and then, through MIDAS and other IT upgrades, 
give them the tools they need so that they can be a lot more effi-
cient in serving our customers, our farmers and ranchers. 

IMPACT OF PROGRAM ELIMINATIONS

Mr. BISHOP. The FSA county officers and their employees admin-
ister the direct payment program as well as the other functions. 
Most of them managing the direct program and related activity is 
their primary function. Should Congress agree with the administra-
tion’s proposal to eliminate the direct payments, how do you see 
the role of the FSA personnel changing or being modified? And if 
those programs are eliminated, it would substantially reduce their 
workload, wouldn’t it? With respect to MIDAS, it would also have 
some new infrastructure that this year we will complete the 
$304,700,000 package, but it will eliminate a lot of the stuff that 
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was funded to facilitate the distribution of funds under those direct 
payment programs, wouldn’t it? 

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me yield the gentleman a minute of my time. 
Mr. SCUSE. Thank you. 
Just because we eliminate one program, the direct payment pro-

gram, that doesn’t necessarily mean that we are going to have a 
decrease in the workload for the county office structure. And we do 
not know what is going to be in the next farm bill. We don’t know 
at this point in time. 

Mr. BISHOP. But that is what you are proposing. 
Mr. SCUSE. Yes, but we don’t know what else will be in the farm 

bill. So it is hard to say what the workload in these offices will, 
in fact, be when we don’t know what it is going to take to imple-
ment the next farm bill. 

Again, as Bruce pointed out, we have substantially reduced our 
workforce. So it is not like that we have the same number of indi-
viduals that we had even last year or the year before. So we are 
doing things, we are doing more work, we are doing it with fewer 
people. But just the elimination of one program, I don’t know that 
that will have a major impact on our county office staff until we 
actually see what the next farm bill—— 

Mr. BISHOP. Are you talking about more than one program; we 
were not talking about several programs being proposed by the ad-
ministration to be—— 

Mr. SCUSE. No. The President has asked for the five disaster pro-
grams that ceased September 30th, for those programs to be in-
cluded, or similar programs, in the next farm bill. Okay? 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

EXPORT INCREASES AND DECREASES

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you. 
Mr. Secretary, in your testimony you said that we had $137 bil-

lion in ag exports for 2011, which produced a positive balance of 
trade, about $43 billion, but that is projected to drop to $25 billion 
this year. What is the reason for that drop? 

Mr. SCUSE. Well, there is a number of factors, because of weath-
er-related issues in other parts of the world, increased production 
in some parts of the world. We may lose market share. I use China 
as an example. China was a major buyer for soy beans this past 
year. We were the main supplier. Will that continue? You know, 
there is some uncertainty there. Some commodities, we have seen 
a decrease in the price of those commodities in the last year as 
well.

So when you look at competition as well as pricing, that at-
tributes for the bulk of the reduction. If we make this projection, 
which I am confident we will, that will still be our second largest 
year for trade that we have ever had. So trade is extremely impor-
tant to our economy, not just the farm economy, but what it does 
for jobs, because for every billion dollars in trade, that supports ap-
proximately 8,400 jobs. So it is not only important to the ag sector, 
but for what it does to job creation. 

Mr. KINGSTON. What will that do to food prices when the positive 
balance drops that much domestically? 

Mr. SCUSE. You mean our trade balance? 
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Mr. KINGSTON. No. Will it affect the price of food here domesti-
cally on any level? 

Mr. SCUSE. Well, it depends what the drop is. We are seeing 
some commodities—I will use milk as an example. We are seeing 
milk come down from an all-time high of around $22 a hundred. 
Milk has now decreased to about $18.50. We are seeing some de-
crease in the soybean prices and corn prices compared to last year, 
decrease in cotton price this year versus last year. So we are seeing 
some of these commodities come down. I think pork, the pork price 
has also come down, although beef price remains high at this time. 
So, you know, we could see some reduction if we have a continu-
ation of decline in our commodity prices. 

Mr. KINGSTON. One hundred thirty-seven billion. Do you have a 
chart? Is that unusually high, or how does that look in the last 10 
years?

Mr. SCUSE. The $137 billion, it surpassed our record, our last 
previous record, by $20 billion. 

Mr. KINGSTON. And when was that? 
Mr. SCUSE. 2010. 
Mr. KINGSTON. And, say, what was it in 2005? 
Mr. SCUSE. I would have to get that information to you. 
Mr. KINGSTON. If you could get those numbers for us, I think it 

would be interesting. 
Mr. SCUSE. I think we actually have a chart that will show you 

what the trade has been for the last few years. 
[The information follows:] 
In FY 2005, U.S. agricultural exports totaled $62.5 million. Data on exports, im-

ports, and surpluses for actual FY 2002 through FY 2011 and the FY 2012 forecast 
(f) are submitted for the record. 
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TRADE BARRIERS

Mr. KINGSTON. Also, when the Secretary was here, he testified 
that the number of sanitary and phytosanitary barriers to trade 
had increased 131 percent, from 650 to over 1,500 last year. You 
were involved with 350 of them and resolved 115 of them. Are you 
seeing this as a trend—that is, just as we have more of these trade 
agreements, people are going to claim phytosanitary issues in order 
to—for protectionist issues? What are you seeing? 

Mr. SCUSE. I don’t know that they are directly related to trade 
agreements. We do know that unfortunately in some cases these 
countries are making decisions that are not based on sound science, 
and that is one of the reasons we were able to find a positive reso-
lution for some of these. But I think fear. I think there is some con-
cern about safety of products entering different countries, and un-
fortunately some of it may be protectionist. But again, we asked for 
the decisions to be based on sound science. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Is the USTR helping and being supportive on 
this?

Mr. SCUSE. Most definitely, Mr. Chairman. I think that right 
now USTR and USDA are working more closely together than they 
ever have in the past. Between myself and my deputy, Deputy 
Under Secretary Darci Vetter, we are working very closely with 
Ambassador Siddiqui at USTR as well as other members at USTR 
to help break down—not only break down some of these barriers, 
but help us facilitate, get more products into other countries that 
we don’t currently have. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you. 
Mr. Farr. 

MONETIZATION OF COMMODITIES

Mr. FARR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I am concerned with the monetization of U.S. food aid commod-

ities. As you probably know, the private voluntary organizations is 
running the development projects under Title II, the Food for Peace 
Program, often sell U.S. food commodities in local markets. They 
use the proceeds to finance activities in the project other than di-
rect feeding. As I understand the recent GAO report found this to 
be relatively inefficient means of providing resources to such activi-
ties, especially since the USDA has no standards as to how much 
the private voluntary organizations should sell their commodities 
for in local markets. I am wondering if you are looking at any re-
forms in this area, such as setting standards as to how much rev-
enue should be directly generated from the monetization trans-
actions under the approved Food for Progress Program. 

Ms. HEINEN. Thank you, Congressman Farr. We are, of course, 
looking at Food for Progress and we do monetization that’s the— 
which the program has given to us. We think there were some con-
siderations in some of the transactions. 

Mr. FARR. Was the program set up to sell the food or was the 
program set up to—— 

Ms. HEINEN. The program is set up that we use commodities, do-
nate commodities and then those commodities can be sold, mone-
tized, and the proceeds used to do agricultural development in 
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some of these countries. So we are trying to strengthen the agricul-
tural infrastructure in some of these countries or in other cases 
help small producers become more self-sufficient in some of these 
markets. So we are using that mechanism. Those are the funds we 
have as our commodities. 

Mr. FARR. Were we getting low balled on what they sell it for, 
what they are selling it for? 

Ms. HEINEN. No, we do try to make sure we get the best possible 
price.

Mr. FARR. Have we set any standards for that as to who they sell 
to and what reforms are needed in this area? 

Ms. HEINEN. We do analysis in the market of what the pricing 
is. There was some differences in how we do ours and how AID 
does theirs. We require a contract before the commodity leaves. So 
that has led to some possible reductions in prices and so we are 
looking at all of those. 

Mr. FARR. But the GAO report says USDA had no standards. 
Ms. HEINEN. We do have standards. We look to see what the 

usual marketing requirements are in that country to make sure 
that we are not flooding the market or unduly disrupting the mar-
kets. We look at prices in those markets. But, of course all these 
programs can always be strengthened and we are looking at ways 
to do a better job. 

Mr. FARR. When do you announce your better ways to do a better 
job?

Ms. HEINEN. It is a continual process, but some of the programs, 
the things that I talked about with McGovern-Dole we are looking 
for in the request, the proposals. We look for types of indicators 
they will use, we look at the types of sales procedures they will use. 
We look at the programs that the country—the implementers will 
use. Every aspect of the program. 

Mr. FARR. Of the things you are looking at and you are recom-
mending some changes, when will we see those? 

Ms. HEINEN. We can provide you a list of the things we look at 
when we review the proposals. 

Mr. FARR. Do you respond to the GAO report on the lack of 
standards?

Ms. HEINEN. We did respond to the GAO report and we can give 
you our response as well. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. FARR. That would be most helpful. 

CROP INSURANCE AND CONSERVATION

Let me switch for a moment. What we are hearing from the 
Farm Bill, it looks like Congress will probably be moving away 
from direct payments and towards more reliance on crop insurance. 
As I understand, we used to have a policy where farmers would be 
required to implement soil conservation measures or risk being 
dropped from the crop insurance, but the 1996 Farm Bill removed 
that.

I believe in your testimony, Mr. Murphy, you noted that the crop 
insurance has become a fact of life for many farmers. I want to 
know if there has been any discussion recently about whether this 
soil conservation requirement should be reinstated? What is your 
feeling on that? In light of earlier discussion we had about loss of 
soil and soil conservation, are we going to make that a require-
ment?

Mr. SCUSE. We believe that conservation is extremely important 
for our farmers and ranchers to practice. And in most cases our 
farmers and ranchers across the country are in fact practicing good 
conservation practices. If you look at the amount of land that is in 
CRP and some of the other practices that we have available for 
protection, I think our farmers and ranchers are doing a pretty 
good job. But again we do support good strong conservation prac-
tices.

Mr. FARR. Wouldn’t it be smart to move that in, since you control 
the insurance program, to really make best management practices 
a way, an incentive for getting cheaper insurance? We have fire in-
surance at our house and other kinds of insurance that we have to 
buy. There is always incentives to get fire alarms or in a lot of the 
rural areas just to get Fire Department fire insurance. Can’t we in-
corporate best management practices that we are advocating on 
one hand with implementation of the farm insurance program par-
ticularly as we are going to move away from a lot of direct sub-
sidies that we have been giving the commodities programs to en-
sure that you get smart? 

Mr. SCUSE. Well, you know, that is a very good discussion for, 
you know, for the Farm Bill and going forwards. 

Mr. FARR. Are you going to be an advocate of that? 
Mr. SCUSE. Again, it is a good discussion between the adminis-

tration and the committees on just what direction we do need to 
go in the next Farm Bill. 

USDA ROLE IN FARM BILL PROPOSALS

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, we have had many panels here. It just 
seems to me that USDA is almost not going to be taking a position 
on the Farm Bill. The responses have been incredibly weak about 
what their role is going to be. 

Mr. SCUSE. We made a commitment to provide assistance to both 
committees. Last fall when the committees were working we pro-
vided the assistance when requested by the committees. We are 
providing assistance going forward to the committees currently. 
Again, if you look at Brazil cotton, we are working with the com-
mittees to provide assistance to them. 
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Mr. FARR. Why are you a resource, why aren’t you an advocate 
for this? I can’t imagine the Justice Department or the Energy De-
partment or the Transportation Department not being an advocate 
on those bills, essentially giving your version of what it should be? 

Mr. SCUSE. I think, you know, when we are provided with an op-
portunity to comment on a direction that the House and Senate is 
wanting to go in the next Farm Bill, we provide our comments to 
them at that time, what we believe will and will not work and the 
difficulties in implementing some of these programs. 

Mr. FARR. My time is up, but I am not finished. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Bishop. 

OUTREACH TO NEW FARMERS

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you very much. Let me move back to the new 
farmers and the Office of Advocacy and Outreach. The Secretary 
recently announced a proposal to create some 100,000 new farmers 
over the next few years. And I would think that that would prob-
ably be broad support for that in Congress, particularly given the 
fact that our current farmer base is aging. According to the census 
data, the average farmer rose from 52 in 1987 to pretty close to 60 
now. But I am concerned that in order to reach this lofty goal of 
100,000 we are going to have to do more outreach than is currently 
being done. And to reach out to some demographics that we haven’t 
really effectively open—the Department hadn’t really opened its 
arms particularly to FSA. 

So for young women, young Hispanics, young Native Americans 
and young returning military veterans, as well as rural African 
Americans who might possibly be interested in a farming career, 
what special efforts does the Department plan to implement to at-
tract and to keep these individuals interested in farming? And are 
the current resources that have been dedicated to the Office of Ad-
vocacy and Outreach—I think it is $19 million in grant funding— 
is that adequate? 

Last Friday I was invited to participate in a massive fund-raising 
effort that has now become an annual event in Georgia with the 
Future Farmers of America because States all across the country 
don’t have the money to fund the Future Farmers of America pro-
gram with the youngsters in high schools and the 4-H programs. 
Is that a part of the outreach effort for the young farmers pro-
grams, the new farmers, is that going to be included in the 100,000 
outreach effort? What is the Department proposing to do to get this 
100,000 new farmers? 

Mr. NELSON. Congressman, we have been working in FSA on 
programs in FSA related to this series. As a matter of fact I am 
headed back to a meeting on it this afternoon and we are working 
with the Office of Advocacy and Outreach very closely on this. And 
frankly we could use some help in this area, particularly in urban 
agriculture. That is not a traditional area that FSA has served. 
And while our programs are agricultural and not rural or urban, 
that doesn’t necessarily mean we have all the expertise in reaching 
out to urban agriculture and so we could use some help there. And 
you all are in a pretty good position to advise us on that and help 
us on that. 
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Let me talk about some programs in particular. As you know, we 
target 75 percent of our direct farm ownership loans to beginning 
farmers. We target 50 percent of our direct operating loans and 40 
percent of all guaranteed loans. And I believe in a previous re-
sponse I gave you some of the figures on how successful that has 
been. The limit is simply the amount of dollars that we are able 
to lend. 

I do want to make one point about the Farm Loan Program here 
that I haven’t been able to make, and that is the taxpayers get an 
extraordinary good value out of that program, because for $100 
million of budget authority we are able to do $4.8 billion of lending 
to producers around the country, and that is because our delin-
quency rates are low, our loss rates are low. We achieve that kind 
of 48 to 1 leverage. But we also have changed our experience re-
quirements under the farm loan programs so that we can take a 
much broader range of experience into consideration in deter-
mining whether a person should get a loan or not, because we rec-
ognize there are more backgrounds than we have traditionally 
looked at that would qualify people to be in agriculture. We are 
looking at the Farm Storage Facility Loan Program as potentially 
beneficial in these areas, because a lot of these new producers are 
involved with production of perishable or semi-perishable commod-
ities, and it is expensive to have the kind of equipment that you 
need to handle those commodities and this program can help. 

Mr. BISHOP. Let me give you an example. I have a dentist friend 
who has been a dentist for 30 years and he is not happy practicing 
dentistry any more. He is just tired of the red tape connected with 
the reimbursements, and so he has been farming on the side as a 
hobby. He has got about 75 acres and is enjoying it. And he is in-
terested in stopping his practice of dentistry and farming full time. 
And he wants to know well, what is there for me that—what kind 
of assistance can I get from USDA? I would be a new farmer, this 
would be a new venture for me, but I have been doing it and hav-
ing fun for the last 10 years. I think I would like to do that full 
time and not worry about coming to town to the office every morn-
ing.

Mr. NELSON. Congressman, I don’t know whether the dentist 
would be able to meet the test for credit on the Farm Loan Pro-
gram or not, because as you know the folks to be eligible for that 
program have to be turned down for commercial credit. But some 
of the other things that I had mentioned like farm storage facil-
ity——

Mr. BISHOP. They would have to be turned down for commercial 
credit?

Mr. NELSON. Yeah. 
Mr. BISHOP. He tells me that he was for expanding his dental of-

fice.
Mr. NELSON. I am not quite sure that is a test for credit that we 

are looking for, Congressman. 
But the Under Secretary mentioned something earlier about ex-

tension. We have had meetings with extension very recently where 
we are going to in FSA, together with our sister agencies, NRCS, 
Risk Management Agency and Rural Development, going to start 
working more closely with the 1890s institutions out there in your 
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part of the country, with the 1994 land grants out in my part of 
the country, and we have more land grant institutions in my home 
State of Montana than anyplace in the country. So we look forward 
to working with you on that, Congressman. 

Mr. BISHOP. Thank you, thank you. 

WORLD CONTRIBUTIONS OF INTERNATIONAL FOOD AID

Mr. KINGSTON. Ms. Heinen, I just wanted to ask a few questions 
about the Food Aid Program, and I have seen the statistics, you 
may know it offhand, but how much of the world food aid comes 
from America? And I believe second is maybe EU collectively, then 
Japan and then Australia, I am not certain, but do you have that 
breakdown? And if you don’t, if you could just provide it? 

Ms. HEINEN. I apologize, I don’t have that right now. 
[The information follows:] 
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Mr. KINGSTON. It is okay, it is pretty impressive—50, 51, 52 per-
cent and the second place is in the 20s and it is appalling some of 
the countries who are oil rich who don’t participate in it. 

Do you have a list of the countries that get P.L. 480 and the 
countries that get McGovern-Dole? 

Ms. HEINEN. Yes, we do. We can provide that. 
[The information follows:] 
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JUSTIFICATION OF FOOD AID TO COUNTRIES

Mr. KINGSTON. Yes, if you could. And do you have, aside from 
that, any footnotes on the country and our relationship, getting 
back to my previous question that if a country has a low U.N. rat-
ing, why are we giving food aid to it or what the relationship is? 

Ms. HEINEN. Mr. Chairman, I think it really depends on the type 
of food aid that you are talking about. If it is emergency food aid 
where we think that there are people starving and this is really 
USAID’s programs, but I think that the question of their relation-
ship with us is less important than saving the starving people who 
may not have any control over their government and may be suf-
fering under their government anyway. Where we have more dis-
cretion, we are doing more development food aid. We definitely look 
at the type of government they have and the relationship and more 
and more we are looking at their policies and in trying to work 
with the government’s programs where we see progressive pro-
grams in those governments to try to augment those to try to help 
them bring themselves out of poverty and out of the need for food 
assistance.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, then eliminating the emergency aid, you do 
have a list? You do have comments on the countries themselves? 

Ms. HEINEN. We can provide you definitely the list of where we 
provide food aid. The non-emergency is the USDA program. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. KINGSTON. What I am looking for are the editorial comments 
in terms of why we are providing aid to a country and what is the 
taxpayer justification of this? Do you have that? 

Ms. HEINEN. It is not something that USAID would do in isola-
tion. I think the evaluation of a country’s policies is really the pur-
view of the State Department, but whenever we do food aid pro-
grams we communicate with our colleagues in the State Depart-
ment and U.S. Agency for International Development and com-
bined we talk about type of governments and the kinds of questions 
I believe that you are asking. 

Mr. KINGSTON. You do have those notes? This isn’t a hard ques-
tion, it is not a tricky question, but if we are giving money to 
Ukraine——

Ms. HEINEN. Yes, we make some evaluation of countries and 
their governments. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Go ahead. 
Mr. FARR. Just asking if an editor called you and asked you why 

is this food program important, what would you tell them? You are 
not going to have a chance to say I will get back to you. What is 
the purpose of the program? That is what you are asking. The gen-
eral, why? 

Ms. HEINEN. The purpose of the programs are those purposes 
that Congress has given us for these food programs to provide to 
bring these countries into a more developed state. 

Mr. BISHOP. Would the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KINGSTON. Yes. 
Ms. HEINEN. And Food for Progress, it is more explicit and in 

that program we definitely do look at countries that are working 
towards democracy. So it is part of our consideration because that 
is in the legislation. 

Mr. FARR. That is a bureaucratic answer. 

ROLE OF STATE DEPARTMENT IN FOOD AID

Mr. BISHOP. Can I just ask, are your aid programs driven by the 
State Department? And our foreign policy as opposed to a directive 
from Congress to you; do you interpret your mission as carrying out 
the policy of the State Department utilizing the resources of food 
and agricultural products as opposed to carrying out a mission or 
directive from Congress just simply on agriculture? 

Ms. HEINEN. We do our own evaluation of each proposal we re-
ceive, but we also communicate with our colleagues in government 
to make sure that there is a coordination. 

Mr. BISHOP. I recall when South Africa gained its independence 
and they had elections we had a bilateral commission and all of the 
agencies in our government partnered with an agency in South Af-
rica and Agriculture was one of them. And that was to further the 
relationship and to enhance the development of South Africa as a 
new country. I would assume—and that was driven I assume by 
the State Department, not just because the Agriculture Depart-
ment decided they wanted to do it, but because the President and 
the State Department decided they wanted to do that. 

Mr. SCUSE. The P.L. 480 program is a program that is run by 
AID. So they are the ones that are responsible for running the P.L. 
480 program. 
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Mr. BISHOP. I was in Southeast Asia in Laos many years ago, a 
decade ago and the ambassador there, Wendy, I forget her last 
name, had been a Peace Corps person and she was utilizing, trying 
to utilize all the resources she could to train the folks in Laos to 
plant something other than poppies and was having some success. 
But she was complaining that she didn’t have enough technical as-
sistance coming from the foreign agriculture stuff from AID to do 
that. She was simply the ambassador, but she was actually on her 
hands in her overalls assisting them in doing that. Again that was 
State Department driven in her capacity as the ambassador. 
Wendy Chamberlain I think her name was. 

Ms. HEINEN. We often get requests from ambassadors to help 
them, and to the extent we have resources we try to work with 
them to promote diplomacy through food I suppose. 

Mr. BISHOP. When I was on the Intelligence Committee we went 
to North Korea. It was right after they had a significant drought. 
We were trying to get them to not sell missiles to rogue countries. 
And they were trying to ask us to help them with food because, you 
know, they couldn’t feed their people as a result of their drought. 
Basically all they had to sell were their missiles. So if we would 
help them with the food and buy their missiles, then they wouldn’t 
sell them to the people we didn’t want them to sell them to. I am 
just saying that aid was all policy, foreign policy driven. And in 
Iraq and the countries that we have been involved in, there has 
been an integration of the military role with the State Department 
and capacity building, which agriculture is a major part, being able 
to feed the people. I mean, it seems like it is all intertwined, but 
from listening to you it seems it is being driven by them and not 
you, which is fine, but I think that is the question I think. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Yeah, because on P.L. 480 it is USAID is the 
driver?

Ms. HEINEN. Yes. 

CRITERIA FOR FOOD AID

Mr. KINGSTON. Now as I remember in the Foreign Aid Act, or 
whatever it was, back in the 1940s or post war, there were three 
reasons, one to get rid of our surplus, one was to create trade op-
portunities and partners, and the other one was humanitarian pur-
poses. Was there another reason? There may have been four, I re-
member those three. But Food for Progress in McGovern-Dole is 
100 percent you without USAID? 

Ms. HEINEN. Correct. 
Mr. KINGSTON. What I would like to know is what do your 

notes—how do you evaluate? For example, Bangladesh on Food for 
Progress gets $27 million and on McGovern-Dole gets $30 million. 
Under McGovern-Dole Burkina Faso gets a little short of $16 mil-
lion. They are great, very, very pro U.S. allies. Republic of Congo 
isn’t, they get $16 million. How is that decision made? 

Ms. HEINEN. When we do a solicitation for proposals every year 
and we look at both the quality of the proposals and the possibili-
ties of success in the country and a number of other factors, the 
appropriateness of the commodity. There are a whole list of factors 
which I think Mr. Farr has asked for that we will give you. But 
it is a combination of the proposals that we receive, although we 
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do indicate ahead of time countries that we are particularly inter-
ested in seeing proposals being put forward. There are many fac-
tors that go into it but we are looking for where we think we have 
success and where we have good programs to offer. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I think what we would like to see is what are 
those factors. 

Ms. HEINEN. Okay. 
[The information follows:] 
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FOOD AID RECIPIENTS

Mr. KINGSTON. Because not twisting your words around, but it 
would appear to me from what you just said, if Congo has a better 
proposal then they are going to get a better consideration than an 
ally like Burkina Faso, which I think was the fourth poorest coun-
try in the world 2 or 3 years ago and now it has moved itself up. 
It has been a great success story. So I don’t understand. Maybe it 
is time to cut it back, but maybe it is time to embrace it more. But 
I would have a hard time explaining to a constituent why Ban-
gladesh is getting more money than Burkina Faso. And you know, 
Rotary Club couldn’t answer that question and you guys couldn’t 
either.

Mr. FARR. I would like to see a Rotarian that knew both of those 
countries.

Mr. KINGSTON. Pakistan gets Food for Progress and you know a 
lot of our constituents don’t want Pakistan to get anything, but I 
am sure they also get P.L. 480 and other aid. Haiti is on here. Peo-
ple would certainly know where they are. Jordan gets $19 million. 
And Jordan I think, outside of Israel, is the second wealthiest per 
capita in the Middle East, is it not? 

Ms. HEINEN. There was a special request for Jordan to move 
those—

Mr. KINGSTON. What special request? 
Ms. HEINEN. The administration asked us to do that, but they 

paid for some of it to transition themselves through difficulties in 
the Middle East. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Who paid for it? 
Ms. HEINEN. We paid for the commodity and Jordan paid for the 

shipping.
Mr. FARR. They have a lot of refugee camps. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Jordan is a great ally, but I think just to—Ugan-

da is on here but not Rwanda right next door to them. Why would 
Rwanda not be on there? 

Ms. HEINEN. Rwanda is actually higher income at this point, but 
as I said, each year we have limited resources. We are capped at 
$40 million on the shipping side. So each year we put forward a 
list of those countries that we have particular priority for. And we 
try to rotate them to some extent. We have also tried to work with 
the administration on the Feed the Future Initiative this year. So 
some of those countries may have been given a little bit higher pri-
ority.

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me tell you another theoretical question of 
the Rotary Club that would be hard to answer. Mr. Farr may be 
right in terms of the intellectual interest of a Rotarian club mem-
ber. Actually having been a Rotarian and supporting wiping out 
polio all over the world, the Rotary Club does an absolutely excel-
lent job. But Zimbabwe gets $1.6 million under that new pilot pro-
gram from last year. You are familiar with that? It is the local and 
regional food procurement pilot project. Here is a country we are 
supporting a boycott of, correct? Does that make sense? How do you 
say we are boycotting this country but we are giving them $1.6 mil-
lion in aide and Mugabe isn’t exactly a Boy Scout. And the likeli-
hood of his administration siphoning off a lot of that money is very 
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high. And it is also a country that I believe at one time was a poul-
try exporter and was a huge market basket for the world. How do 
we explain that? 

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, do they give that directly to the gov-
ernment or do they give it to NGOs in the country? 

Mr. KINGSTON. That will be a question I also want to ask you. 
I think that is an absolutely relevant question, because again going 
back to our friends in Pakistan, how much of that money would be 
siphoned off by the government and how much of it is not? 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, perhaps when we finish our series we 
ought to have a follow-up hearing just on this discussion. I think 
a broader array of panelists, not only the Department but bringing 
in those that are in the 150 account and the State Department and 
Foreign Operations, because I think it is the soft side of our diplo-
macy we never hear about and we need to know more about that 
and how they interact. The issues you brought up between Peace 
Corps volunteers and USDA and the food programs and the agri-
cultural training. I think we need to get our arms around it. They 
are all in different silos and if they are administered abroad in 
those silos it is even more difficult to respond to the needs. So I 
would very much suggest we try to do that. 

Ms. HEINEN. We would be happy to do that. 
Mr. KINGSTON. I think that is an excellent idea. And we are kind 

of open mic here, but I would like you to answer the question about 
Zimbabwe.

Ms. HEINEN. As Mr. Bishop suggested, we are working with 
NGOs and trying to bring about some changes, trying to help some 
populations who are bringing about some changes. So we would not 
have given that money to Zimbabwe’s government, although we 
have seen some progress in Zimbabwe in recent years and we 
would encourage that progress. But I would—— 

NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS

Mr. KINGSTON. Do you have a list of NGOs that went to? 
Ms. HEINEN. The ones that we funded, absolutely, yes. 
[The information follows:] 
In fiscal year (FY) 2011, FAS provided $1.6 million to the United Methodist Com-

mittee on Relief (UMCOR) under the USDA Local and Regional Procurement Pilot 
Project to support food aid programming in Zimbabwe. UMCOR was the only FAS- 
funded non-governmental organization (NGO) operating in Zimbabwe in FY 2011. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Tell you a story, I may have mentioned it last 
year. I was in Zimbabwe and we went to see a program that was 
in a man’s backyard that was teaching him how to grow vegetables 
in his backyard. And I couldn’t help but—it just struck me—the ab-
surdity. A 75-year-old man and college kids, NGOs, running around 
telling him how to grow vegetables in his backyard as if he was 
just born. There were seven NGOs in a space smaller than this 
room. Across the street from him was a barber outside who was 
cutting hair and a great entrepreneur there and thinking how iron-
ic, if all seven NGOs show up the same day there is not enough 
room for everybody in the backyard and here is an entrepreneur 
right around the street totally being ignored. And you just have to 
wonder, are you getting the bang for your buck on that cashflow 
going out? 
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Let me yield, I know I have been talking a lot. 
Ms. HEINEN. If I could only comment on that to say we are trying 

to build systems in the USDA programs and build markets and for 
the most part we understand your concern. And we have been 
working really hard with USAID to make sure we don’t have NGOs 
crossing paths like that. 

Mr. FARR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just want to say some-
thing, and it is my last comment. It is more of a comment to you 
or observation of being here in Congress for almost 20 years and 
that is that this city, nobody does nice in this city, people aren’t 
nice, it isn’t where nice wins. You have to hit people over the head 
with a 2 by 4, because there are so many things going on that it 
is the only way you get their attention. I think we are seeing that 
the Federal Government is about to go through major transitions, 
particularly this whole how do we cut, squeeze and trim dramati-
cally in the modern era. Part of that comes up, well then how can 
we bust a lot of these silos, how can we get a better bang for our 
buck.

And what bothers me is the President proposes in his budget a 
number of mandatory program changes, that doesn’t bother me. He 
is going to eliminate direct payments by bringing that down by $31 
billion, he is going to make various changes in the crop insurance 
of $7.6 billion cut, cap on the conservation reserve program at 30 
million acres and almost a billion dollar cut, extend mandatory dis-
aster assistance which is an increase in cost of about $8 billion in 
cost.

My comment is that the panels that have been here like yourself 
have been extremely passive in your advocacy role. I mean you are 
the technicians, you are the people that know how these silos and 
the programs in them work, Congress doesn’t. You can tell by the 
questions we ask. Sometimes we know a lot about something, but 
there is so much here there is no way we could learn it all. 

USDA ROLE IN FARM BILL PROPOSALS

I am just saying if you have a chance with a Farm Bill, you have 
to get in there and stir it up. Otherwise it is going to be the special 
interests in this town that write it. Special interests, there is noth-
ing wrong with them but that is their role to be special interests. 
That doesn’t necessarily mean you are going to run an entire com-
plicated Department of Agriculture which does everything you can 
imagine without an incredible advocacy of those who have been in 
the trenches to understand how to make it better. Everybody says 
well, if they ask us we will comment. That is not your role. My 
predecessor was Leon Panetta. I don’t think Leon sits around and 
waits for somebody to ask him something. He comes in and says 
this is what is going to happen, why we need to do it. You have 
got to be an advocate, you have got to be proactive. I would hope 
that you will take your knowledge and experience and see where 
we do dumb, dumb things in government and clean it up and be 
smart, because if you can’t do it there is no way Members of this 
Congress on their own will do it. It takes teamwork. Remember the 
President proposes, we dispose, but you got to propose, you got to 
propose. I don’t see this Department’s leadership wanting to pro-
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pose on this Farm Bill. They are waiting to say, well, we are going 
to see what you are going to do with it. 

That is my closing comment. I say if we don’t take advantage 
now when we have to go through a lot of our changes, we will 
never have another chance in decades. 

Mr. SCUSE. I think, Congressman, that the Secretary and Presi-
dent both have made it clear what we would like to see in the next 
Farm Bill. The Secretary has made it clear that we need a very 
strong conservation component in the next Farm Bill. We need a 
very strong safety net in the next Farm Bill. We need to look at 
ways that we can help that next generation get involved in agri-
culture. When you look at the President’s proposal—— 

Mr. FARR. But that is nothing specific, it is a general statement. 
Mr. SCUSE. It is not specific, but what we have said is we are 

willing to work with those committees and provide the assistance 
to make sure that these things will work. 

Mr. FARR. Who is going to initiate, that is the question. Who is 
the initiator? 

Mr. SCUSE. We already are working with the committees. We 
started working with the committees last fall. So we are providing 
that assistance to look at things. I mean we don’t want a situation 
where we have a Farm Bill that is extremely difficult to implement 
like the last Farm Bill was to implement. I believe in the last Farm 
Bill we had to implement 15 new programs and we had to rewrite 
17 existing programs. And of those programs that we had to imple-
ment some were very, very complex. ACRE and SURE would be 
two examples. So they weren’t easy to write the programs for, they 
weren’t easy to implement, or easily understood by our farmers and 
ranchers.

So again, the President said he would like to see us reauthorize 
those disaster programs that expired last September or similar pro-
grams. So that is being I think fairly specific that we need to con-
tinue down that road to help in those areas or livestock producers. 

Mr. FARR. In today’s hearing the chairman asked a lot of ques-
tions and the answer is we don’t know, we will get back to you. You 
ought to be coming in here selling us what we need to do to change 
things, not just saying we don’t know. That is not the way you get 
a good Farm Bill or a good foreign policy or a good food program 
written.

Mr. SCUSE. Duly noted. 
Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Bishop. 
Mr. BISHOP. I am done. Thank you very much, but I would just 

associate myself with Mr. Farr’s remarks and with the chairman’s 
because I would think that it would be the role of the administra-
tion to advocate the policy because all of us here in our respective 
position want to improve the quality of life and you have a specific 
mission to do it for agriculture, both domestic and abroad, but we 
need to have partners in advocacy. 

CRP CONTINUOUS SIGN-UP

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me close with one question to you that you 
can just handle for the record, but the Prairie Pothole Program on 
the continuous sign-up that you are doing for CRP seems to have 
a lot of overlap with the Fish and Wildlife initiative on there. They 
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have announced a $79 million initiative in rental payments, North 
Dakota farmers, actually, $66 million to South Dakota and it just 
looks to me like there is going to be a duplication because we are 
trying to protect the same acres. I don’t need an answer now, but 
for the record we would like it know where this program is sepa-
rate and again are we trying to protect the same acres or is there 
a difference? 

Mr. NELSON. Congressman, could I just ask a question and make 
sure I understand your question? Are you asking about the Sec-
retary’s announcement of the continuous sign-up proposal last 
month, not the highly erodible land initiative, but the other one de-
voted to wetlands and wildlife? 

Mr. KINGSTON. Yes. 
Mr. NELSON. Thank you. 
[The information follows:] 
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Mr. KINGSTON. I can clarify it in writing if that is better for you. 
Mr. NELSON. I appreciate that. Thank you, sir. 

FOOD AID

Mr. KINGSTON. Ms. Heinen, let me just say in terms of the for-
eign aid question where constituents are very, very frustrated if 
they are convinced that we give foreign aid to countries who con-
sistently vote against us in the U.N. and consistently undermine 
us. I used to live in Ethiopia and have a lot of interest in what is 
going on in the continent of Africa. Most of those countries, even 
ones like—well, Botswana does vote with us, but Rwanda doesn’t 
vote that much with us in the U.N. So our constituents, their own 
knowledge of our relationship is limited to that U.N. voting consist-
ency record. Then their suspicion appears to be correct that we are 
giving money to countries who are against us. That is why it is real 
important for us to understand why you make certain decisions on 
the money that you do have the power over. And also we would like 
to know more and I think Mr. Farr’s question about an additional 
hearing on just the way the food aid is, is good. 

This committee last year had asked for a report of some of the 
positive developmental relations and you had listed two very posi-
tive stories of what is going on in Mozambique with poultry. I 
think we need to hear those stories so we can tell that to our con-
stituents.

Just an aside, have you ever read Dark Star Rising, the book? 
Ms. HEINEN. No. 
Mr. KINGSTON. It was—Mr. Farr would be interested—a Peace 

Corps writer who had been there in the 1960s and felt like so much 
of what they had worked for did not get anywhere. He went back 
in recent times and had a journal traveling from Cairo to Cape 
Town, and it was very interesting revisiting places he had gone to 
30 to 40 years prior. But that is what our goal is here. We are not 
trying to undermine foreign aid as much as we are trying to under-
stand it, but I can promise you Mr. Bishop and I know that there 
will be amendments on the floor of those who want to eliminate it 
completely. So if we can’t say well, here is why these things are 
done, then those amendments are going to have a lot stronger case. 

So with that, Mr. Bishop, unless you have anything else, I am 
finished. Well, this concludes the committee meeting. 
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